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Abstract  
 
Latin  America experienced six years of sustained  growth from 2003-2008. The high rate of 
economic growth over these years – before the 2008-2009 crisis – positively impacted social and 
labour market indicators. Evidence of these positive impacts can be seen in the form of job 
creation  (particularly  formal  occupations),  reduced  unemployment  and  a  slight  recovery  of 
average wages. During the period of interest, the rates of poverty and extreme poverty in the 
region respectively fell by 11 and 6 percentage points (p.p.). It is highly pertinent, in this context, 
to study the dynamics of poverty in the region and to analyze the flows into and out of poverty 
that accompanied this significant reduction in poverty. 
 
The main objective of this paper is to carry out a comparative study of poverty dynamics in five 
Latin American countries. The study specifically aims to analyze the extent to which countries 
with various levels of poverty incidence differ in terms of the intensity of poverty exits and 
entries, identify the relative importance of events associated with poverty transitions (such as 
factors in the labour market, demographic change and public policy), and finally, this study aims 
to examine the ways in which these events affect households with different characteristics. 
 
In order to achieve these objectives, we perform a dynamic analysis of panel data from regular 
household surveys. Of the five countries included in the study, Argentina and Costa Rica are 
found to have a relatively low incidence of poverty, Brazil is in an intermediary situation in this 
regard, while relatively high rates of poverty are found in Ecuador and Peru. This heterogeneous 
selection gives us a varied picture of social deprivation in the region. 
 
This dynamic analysis is useful for policy recommendations to overcome high poverty levels in 
the region, both by reducing the probability of falling into poverty and increasing the chances of 
moving out of poverty. 
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1 Introduction   
 
Latin America experienced sustained growth from 2003 to 2008, leading to improved labour 
indicators and reduced poverty and extreme poverty. However, the region continues to endure 
high inequality, labour precariousness, poverty and social vulnerability. 
 
An important factor associated with economic and social deprivation is the high inequality of 
opportunities and outcomes that persist in these countries. While the income distribution has 
improved in recent years, inequality continues to feature heavily in Latin American economies.  
 
Analysis of factors associated with the level and evolution of poverty in individual countries has 
been the subject of an extensive literature. There are also a number of studies that compare levels 
and changes of employment, inequality and poverty in Latin American countries.
1 However, 
there is little research on poverty dynamics in individual countries in the region, especially which 
focuses  on  factors  related  to  poverty  transitions.  As  for  research  which  compares  poverty 
dynamics among Latin American countries, it was not possible to identify any study that has 
already done this. 
 
One of the reasons for this lack of literature on poverty transitions may have to do with the lack 
of data over time which can be used for dynamic analysis. However, the supply of information 
that can be used to construct panel data has increased, even if it is not strictly longitudinal, and 
can thus be used to analyze income mobility and the factors associated with it. 
 
This gap in knowledge on the dynamics of poverty is particularly worrisome given the high level 
of  income  mobility  in  Latin  American  countries.  This  is  largely  a  result  of  precarious 
employment – that generally leads to high job instability
2 – representing a large share of the 
labour market and of low coverage for occupational risk, such as unemployment assistance or 
other kinds of public cash transfers. Job instability is also high in these economies due to their 
relatively unstable macroeconomic situation. 
 
The analysis of the nature and intensity of poverty dynamics is very important for policy design 
given that, even when the overall level of poverty is low and/or remains unchanged, a large 
number of households may still be exiting and entering poverty. Furthermore, analysis of poverty 
transitions allows us to identify whether the events that trigger entry into or exit from poverty are 
exclusively related to the labour market, to changes in household composition, or respond to 
specific public policies. To do this, we must design an exhaustive typology of events that may 
lead households into or out of poverty.  
 
                                                           
1 See for example, Beccaria et al. (2007), ECLAC (2007), Stallings and Peres (2002), Zepeda et al. (2007 and 2009).  
2 See for example Beccaria and Maurizio (2003, 2005), Kugler (2000), Paes de Barros and Leite Corseuil (1999).    5 
It is also important to account for the fact that the level of and changes in poverty do not behave 
randomly and thus differ significantly between households with different characteristics. Indeed, 
household composition and the employment situation of household members are among the most 
important observable factors associated with poverty. Characteristics of the household head and 
presence or absence of children are therefore dimensions which can be expected to have a strong 
impact on poverty dynamics. 
 
The general objective of this paper is to study poverty dynamics in five Latin American countries 
with an emphasis on a comparative approach. In particular, the study aims to: 
 
-  Analyze the extent to which entry into and exit from poverty differs across countries with 
different or similar incidences of poverty. 
 
-  Identify the importance of various events associated with poverty transitions, with a focus 
on events related to the labour market, changes in household composition and public 
policies. 
 
-  Tackle the question of whether households stay poor (or stay out of poverty) because they 
do not experience any positive (or negative) event, or because the impacts of the event is 
not large enough to result in a transition into or out of poverty.  
 
-  Evaluate how effective various positive or negative events are at changing a household’s 
situation with respect to poverty as a result of these events’ intensity and the conditional 
probability that these events will change the household’s poverty status. 
 
-  Analyze  the  effects  of  these  events  across  households  with  diverse  structures  and 
characteristics. Presence or absence of children is one of the most important dimensions 
to be analyzed. This will help evaluate, for example, whether households with children 
have  a  greater  or  lesser  chance  of  experiencing  a  positive  event  relative  to  other 
households, and/or whether those episodes are as effective at providing the household 
with the means to exit poverty. This is particularly relevant given the high prevalence of 
child poverty in Latin America. 
 
-  Suggest general policy recommendations which either aim to reduce the incidence and 
impact of events which lead households into poverty or which aim to increase poverty 
exits, in both cases to reduce high poverty levels prevailing in the region.  
   6 
As mentioned above, there are almost no longitudinal surveys for Latin American countries that 
can be used to follow a household over a long period of time.
3 However, there are household 
surveys  with  rotating  samples  that  can  be  used  to  construct  panels  of  households  who  are 
interviewed in at least two successive periods. One panel of households enters the sample in each 
“wave” while another leaves. It is thus possible to compare the proportion of the sample between 
two successive waves, a percentage which differs among countries. 
 
The five countries were selected for analysis on the basis of the availability of data that can be 
used to analyze poverty dynamics using panel data from household surveys: Argentina, Brazil, 
Costa Rica, Ecuador and Peru.  This selection of countries offers a varied picture of poverty in 
the region, with the incidence of poverty varying from one country to the next. The years being 
analyzed are not necessarily the same for each country, but always fall between 2003 and 2008, a 
period of high and stable economic growth in Latin America. 
 
The next section of the paper includes a brief analysis of the general characteristics of the period 
under study in Latin America. Section 3 reviews the literature on poverty dynamics, detailing the 
different empirical approaches used in the international literature and the results obtained for 
Latin American countries. Section 4 describes the data sources and methodology used. Section 5 
presents the approach and methodology and section 6 analyzes the change in poverty in Latin 
America and its characteristics. Section 7 focuses on the dynamic of poverty, first estimating the 
transition matrix and then the factors which are directly associated with exit and entry rates. 
Finally, section 8 presents the conclusions and policy recommendations. 
 
2 Recent economic growth, labour market and poverty trends in Latin America  
 
Latin  America  experienced  six  years  of  sustained  growth  from  2003-2008.  Per  capita  GDP 
increased at an average annual rate of 3.4% over this period, an unprecedented rate of growth for 
such a long period of time in the region. The high rate of economic growth experienced in Latin 
America in recent years (before the 2008-2009 international crisis) has had a positive impact on 
social  and  labour  market  indicators.  Evidence  of  this  can  be  seen  in  terms  of  job  creation, 
particularly  of  formal  jobs,  lower  unemployment  and  some  recovery  in  average  wages. 
Employment rates trended upward from 52.3% to 55% between 2003 and 2008. The regional 
unemployment rate decreased from 11.4% to 7.5% over this period.  
 
The positive macroeconomic situation appears to have supported a wage recovery, which was 
also  supported  by  active  real  minimum  wage  policies  in  some  countries  along  with  the 
reactivation of collective bargaining and other measures which promoted formalization of labour.  
                                                           
3 As will be detailed later, the only exception is the Encuesta de Caracterización Socioeconómica Nacional 
(CASEN) of Chile.    7 
These measures also favourably impacted inequality by extending coverage of labour institutions 
to previously excluded groups. Less inequality and higher incomes resulted in lower rates of 
poverty and extreme poverty. Over the 2003-2008 period, poverty fell by 11 percentage points 
(henceforth p.p.) and extreme poverty fell by 6 p.p. (graph 1). This reduction in poverty rates 
was accompanied by a fall in the number of poor people, as opposed to the situation in the 
eighties and nineties. Despite all the progress achieved during the period of economic expansion, 
32% of Latin Americans still lived in poverty in 2010 while over one third of the poor, or 13% of 
Latin Americans, lived in extreme poverty The total number of poor people in that year was 
around 180 million, of which 72 million were indigent (ECLAC, 2010). 





























The situation in the labour market remains far from ideal in the region, with common features 
including  high  unemployment,  high  underemployment,  labour  precariousness,  informality, 
inequality and low average wages. According to ECLAC, about 7% of the active population was 
unemployed in 2008 while 50% of the employed are informal workers. Also, given the high 
share of labour earnings in total household incomes, precarious working conditions often lead to 
poverty and social exclusion. The “working poor” phenomenon prevailing in these countries, 
even in the most developed countries of Latin America, clearly indicates that having a job is no 
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3 The dynamics of poverty in Latin American countries: A literature review  
 
The dynamic of poverty is the subject of a vast literature among developed countries. Previous 
studies focus on variables or factors such as those used to identify long spells of poverty, poverty 
traps, or the difference between chronic and transient poverty. Other studies try to identify which 
factors  drive  the  process  whereby  a  household  becomes  poor,  exits  poverty,  or  remains  in 
poverty for a long period of time. A number of different econometric methods and models are 
used  to  this  end.  Some  of  them  model  income  mobility  and  poverty  dynamics.
4  Another 
approach uses Markov models.
5 A third method is based on duration models, which are used to 
estimate the conditional probability of transits into and out of poverty.
6 
 
For  less  developed  countries,  although  there  is  a  considerable  body  of  literature  about  the 
incidence of poverty and its characteristics using cross sectional data, dynamic studies are quite 
recent  and  remain  few  and  far  between.  One  of  the  reasons  for  this  deficit  is  a  lack  of 
longitudinal data that would make it possible to observe the same household over a period of 
time. 
 
In the case of Argentina, Paz (2005) applies the Cox Proportional Model on panel data from four 
observations  from  the  Encuesta  Permanente  de  Hogares  (EPH),  the  Argentinian  household 
survey. Three types of variables associated with poverty dynamics are identified: those which 
reinforce  poverty  either  by  stimulating  entry  into  or  preventing  exit  from  that  state,  those 
affecting just one of these two types of transitions and those with the same direction of effect on 
both entries and exits. An example of the first of these is the household head’s level of education, 
higher levels of education being associated with a lower probability of entering poverty and a 
higher probability of exiting poverty. Belonging to a given cohort is an example of the second 
type of variables: a lower level of poverty exits was observed towards the end of the nineties 
(implying  longer  episodes  of  poverty)  while  the  entry  rates  were  not  affected.  Finally,  the 
proportion of income-earning household members is negatively related to both the entry and exit 
equations, an example of the third type of variable. 
 
                                                           
4 Lillard and Willis (1978) study individual income mobility in the United States, and predict the incidence of 
poverty in a given population. 
5 For instance, Cappellari and Jenkins (2004), Stewart and Swaffield (1999), Cantó et al. (2007). 
6 For example, Bane and Ellwood (1986) use duration models to estimate the conditional probability of transits into 
and out of poverty in the US. Jenkins and Schluter (2001) compare child poverty in the United Kingdom and 
Germany. Canto et al. (2007) use this methodology to study child welfare in Spain. Other studies which also focus 
on the role of various events in poverty transitions are Ruggles and Williams (1987), Duncan (1983), Duncan and 
Rodgers (1988), McKernan and Ratcliffe (2002), Ballantyne et al. (2004). Others consider multiple episodes of 
poverty experienced by households. Stevens (1999) incorporates this possibility in a study of poverty persistence in 
the United States, Jenkins and Rigg (2001), Devicienti (2001), and Fertig and Tamm (1997) in the United Kingdom 
and Biewen (2004 and 2006) in Germany. Arranz and Cantó (2007) study the influence of all previous episodes of 
poverty along with their duration on exit and re-entry rates in Spain.   9 
Cruces and Wodon (2003) follow Jalan and Ravallion’s (2000) method to distinguish between 
chronic and transient poverty in Greater Buenos Aires (Argentina) from 1995-2002. They find 
that an increase in the incidence of poverty is mostly due to a rise in chronic poverty. They also 
find that households headed by an employer have a higher incidence of transient poverty, but not 
of chronic poverty. This could be due to higher income instability for the self-employed. The 
opposite case is found with public workers, perhaps as a consequence of lower but more stable 
wages. 
 
Beccaria and Maurizio (2009) analyze the factors associated with poverty transitions in Greater 
Buenos Aires between 1991 and 2003. They identify and analyze the impact of events associated 
with entries into and exits from poverty, paying special attention to the effect that inflation has 
on real income. They take data from the EPH and use a methodology which includes a correction 
for  sample  attrition  bias.  They  find  that  events  related  to  the  labour  market  (such  as 
getting/losing a job or a change in real wages) are the most important factors behind entries and 
exits, both due to their higher frequency and their major impact on household income. Changes 
in household composition, however, only have a minor impact on transitions. 
 
Applying  a  similar  methodology,  Maurizio  et  al.  (2009)  study  the  extent  to  which  poverty 
reduction in Argentina from 2003-2006 is linked to changes in the labour market along with 
other factors (including demographic ones). To that end, the authors relate transitions between 
states of poverty and non poverty to a number of events which have occurred to household 
members. They find that increases in labour incomes and in the number of employed household 
members are the events which are most commonly associated with exits from poverty, while 
changes in household composition are less important. The results also show that households with 
children and those with female household heads have more difficulty exiting poverty than all 
other household types. 
 
For Brazil, Perez Ribas and Machado (2007) base their analysis of poverty dynamics among 
Brazilian adults in urban centres on pseudo-panels built from the Pesquisa Nacional por Amostra 
de Domicilios (PNAD) covering 1995-2003.
7 Their main goal is to identify which individual 
characteristics are positively related to both movements into poverty and permanence in that 
condition.  These  are  used  to  estimate  the  probability  of  staying  in  or  out  of  poverty  or  of 
transiting  between  states  using  a  bivariate  probit  model.  This  model  distinguishes  between 
persistent and transient components to identify groups of people affected by chronic poverty. 
They find that the majority (73%) of relative poverty
8 in urban areas is chronic and is largely 
determined by initial poverty status, amounting to a “path dependence” effect. Non-whites, the 
                                                           
7 They build a “pseudo-panel” of 180 cohorts according to their gender, age, race, education and region. Using six 
waves of the PNAD they estimate the joint likelihoods of remaining in poverty or falling into poverty. 
8 The relative poor are defined as those whose income is less than 60% of the median equivalent income.   10 
least skilled, informal workers and residents of the Northeast region are the most likely to be 
chronically poor. 
 
Another  document  by  the  same  authors  (Machado  and  Perez  Ribas,  2010)  analyzes  the 
determinants of poverty exits in urban Brazil, concentrating on short run labour market changes 
and duration of poverty spells. To do this, they apply survival models on panel data from the 
Pesquisa  Mensal  de  Emprego  for  the  2002-2007  period.  Since  this  survey  only  collects 
information  about  labour  income,  non-labour  income  is  imputed  using  the  methodology 
proposed by Elbers et al. (2003). The study’s main conclusions are that the probability of exiting 
poverty falls the longer the household is poor, that the unemployment rate of household members 
does  not directly  affect  the length of  poverty  episodes and that  a  rise in average  wages  for 
informal workers strongly and positively impacts the probability of exiting poverty, since poor 
workers generally take on informal work. The presence of a pensioner in the household also 
increases  the  probability  of  leaving  poverty.  Factors  which  reduce  the  probability  of exiting 
poverty include household size, the presence of children, low educational level among adults, 
and the presence of a non-white household head. 
 
A sample of Peruvian and Madagascan urban households (1997-1999) is the basis of Herrera and 
Roubaud’s  (2007)  evaluation  of  poverty  transitions  and  characteristics  of  transient  and 
chronically poor households relative to non-poor households. They find that flows into and out 
of poverty in both countries suggest that the incidence of poverty is higher than would normally 
be expected when using cross sectional data. Chronically poor households differ from transient 
poor both in terms of the intensity of their poverty and the incidence of associated negative 
factors.  In  particular,  household  size,  the  proportion  of  young  children  and  low  human  and 
physical  capital  are  all  positively  correlated  with  poverty,  and  even  more  so  with  chronic 
poverty. Aside from these shared features, there are also important differences between both 
countries. For instance, in Madagascar, working in the informal sector seems to be an important 
difference between chronic and transient poverty. In Peru, however, this difference does not 
appear to be important, probably due to higher precariousness in the formal sector resulting from 
labour market liberalization in this country. In terms of policy recommendations, this analysis 
suggests that significant flows between poverty and non poverty could lead antipoverty programs 
to targeting errors. 
 
Gomez and Román (2001) study transitions into and out of poverty among a group of Peruvian 
households over 1997-2000 using data from the Encuesta Nacional de Hogares (ENAHO). Their 
results also show that demographic and labour market variables are closely linked to entries into 
and exits from poverty. In particular, smaller household size is positively related to exits from 
poverty.  However,  as  expected,  higher  participation  in  the  labour  market  among  household 
members increases their probability of moving out of poverty. 
   11 
Herrera  (2001)  studies  changes  in  poverty  in  Peru  from  1997-1999,  when  macroeconomic 
performance was negatively affected by an international financial crisis. The article analyzes 
poverty transition matrices using panel data observed over three years and uses the mobility 
index  proposed  by  Fields  and  Ok  (1998).  The  results  show  that  the  poverty  status  of 
approximately 25% of poor and non-poor households changes each year. One interesting finding 
is that education is an important factor for exiting poverty, but does not prevent households from 
entering  poverty  or  staying  in  that  situation.  Region  of  residence  and  availability  of  public 
services also appeared as important factors associated with poverty transitions. He finds that 
geographically targeted public policies such as the provision of public services (mainly health 
and education) have been effectively directed and benefited the most vulnerable and chronically 
poor households. 
 
For Chile, Neilson et al. (2008) study poverty dynamics using the CASEN panel (1996-2001) to 
distinguish  between  chronic  and  transient  poverty.  They  find  that,  although  20%  of  the 
population lived below the official poverty line in both 1996 and 2001, only 9% was poor in both 
years. They also point out that events in the labour market are important factors associated with 
poverty transitions, whereas changes in household composition and other sources of income are 
not.  Health  problems  suffered  by  the  household  head  significantly  reduce  the  probability  of 
leaving  poverty,  although  this  is  not  such  an  important  factor  for  households  with  higher 
household income. Presence of children in the household negatively affects the probability of 
leaving poverty and positively affects the risk of becoming poor. Finally, they find that although 
a more highly educated household head has a lower probability of entering poverty, they are not 
significantly more likely to exit this state. 
 
Slon and Zúñiga (2004 and 2006) analyze poverty entry and exit rates in Costa Rica using panel 
data from the Encuesta a Hogares de Propósitos Múltiples (EHPM) for the 2000-2002 period. 
They study differences in households’ transition rates in relation to variables such as region, the 
household head’s gender and educational level, the number of salaried workers per household 
and household size. The results show that a household is more likely to exit poverty when its 
head  has  a  higher  level  of  education  or  works  outside  the  agricultural  sector.  A  positive 
relationship  between  poverty  exit  rates  and  the  number  of  income-generating  household 
members is also observed. Another finding is that transition rates are significant even when 
macroeconomic  factors  such  as  production  structure,  inflation,  unemployment  and  even  the 
incidence of poverty remained relatively constant. 
 
Freije (2000) studies the Venezuelan case based on panel data from the Encuesta de Hogares por 
Muestreo. His main findings are that educational and employment status for both the household 
head  and  other  family  members,  cash  transfers  and  capital  income  are  related  to  poverty 
dynamics. He finds that education has an asymmetric effect on poverty: while it is strongly 
linked to transitions out of poverty, it does not prevent households from entering poverty. This   12 
opposes the results of Neilson et al. (2008) for the Chilean case but coincides with Herrera 
(2001) for the Peruvian case. 
 
Finally, a special issue of The Journal of Development Studies (edited by Baulch and Hoddinot, 
2000) compiles a number of reports which study poverty dynamics and economic mobility using 
longitudinal data. The results for Chile, China, Pakistan, South Africa and Zimbabwe exhibit 
some regularities. A large number of households transit into and out of poverty. Changes in 
returns to endowments and improved capital quality both seem to be associated with income 
improvements which may lead to an exit from poverty. Some results show that temporary shocks 
can have important long term consequences. 
 
4 Data Sources 
 
The data used in this paper are taken from regular household surveys from the selected countries. 
They have generally been collected continuously for several years and most focus on labour 
market  variables,  but  also  include  information  on  other  social  and  demographic  household 
characteristics. In order to identify possible causes of shifts into and out of poverty, the databases 
must  identify  the  poverty  status  of  each  household and individual along  with other  relevant 
socio-economic and demographic information measured at different points in time. These last 
typically  include  individual  age,  gender,  education,  economic  activity,  income,  and  the 
household’s size and composition. 
 
As  mentioned above,  there  are  almost  no  longitudinal  surveys  for  Latin  American  countries 
which can be used to follow households over long periods of time.
9 For this study, however, 
dynamic data has been constructed using the rotating sample scheme of the household surveys. 
This type of data makes it possible to know whether a given household stays in poverty or leaves 
it  over  the  “n”  periods  the  household  remains  in  the  sample.  Each  household  can  also  be 
described in terms of a number of demographic and socioeconomic attributes.
10 
 
The Latin American countries under study were selected on the basis of the availability of data 
from  household  surveys  that  are  suitable  for  studying  poverty  dynamics  with  panel  data: 
                                                           
9 The only exception is the Encuesta de Caracterización Socioeconómica (CASEN Panel) from Chile. This survey 
provides three observations of households five years apart (the survey was carried out in 1996, 2001 and 2006). It is 
thus a highly valuable source of information for medium and long term occupational and welfare changes, but it is 
not quite sufficient for the analysis presented in this article because most of the events we analyze affect households’ 
poverty status in the short term. Chile has therefore been excluded from this study because the results would not be 
comparable with the other countries being studied. 
10 A limitation of panel data is that the proportion of households that are actually interviewed in two successive 
periods may be less than expected according to the sample rotation scheme due to attrition. This could introduce 
sample bias if attrition is not random. Attempts have been made to apply a methodology to account for this type of 
bias. Not enough information is available for all countries to discern between loss of data associated with the survey 
rotation scheme and data loss from sample attrition. This prevents us from applying an attrition bias correction for 
all countries.   13 
Argentina,  Brazil,  Costa  Rica,  Ecuador  and  Peru.  Each  survey we  use  is carried  out  by  the 
respective national institutes of statistics. They each include information on households based on 
a probabilistic two-stage sample that is divided into panels that join and leave the sample in 
different time periods. The design and implementation of these surveys follows the conceptual 
framework  adopted  by  the  International  Labour  Organization  (ILO)  and  the  Economic 
Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC).
11 
 
The source of  Argentinian data is the Encuesta Permanente de Hogares (EPH) carried out by 
the  Instituto  Nacional  de  Estadística  y  Censos  (INDEC).  For  Brazil,  micro-data  from  two 
surveys  is  used:  the  Pesquisa  Mensal  de  Emprego  (PME)  and  the  Pesquisa  Nacional  por 
Amostra  de  Domicilios  (PNAD),  which  are  both  carried  out  by  the  Instituto  Brasileiro  de 
Geografia e Estadisitica (IBGE). Given that the PME only collects information about labour 
income, non-labour income must be imputed to estimate total family income and the household’s 
poverty status. To do this, Machado and Perez Rivas’ (2010) methodology
12 is carried out using 
micro data from the PNAD.
13 For Costa Rica, we use the Encuesta de Hogares de Propósitos 
Múltiples (EHPM) that is carried out by the Instituto Nacional de Estadística y Censos (INEC); 
for Ecuador, the Encuesta Nacional de Empleo, Desempleo y Subempleo (ENEMDU) carried out 
by the Instituto Nacional de Estadística y Censos (INEC); for Peru, panel survey data is attached 
to the regular household survey, the Encuesta Nacional de Hogares sobre Condiciones de Vida y 
Pobreza (ENAHO), of the Instituto Nacional de Estadística e Informática (INEI). 
 
In order to obtain a comparable dataset for each country, transitions are defined for a one year 
interval between observations. The analysis for all countries is based on years where panel data 
are  comparable,  being  a  period  of  general  economic  growth  and  poverty  reduction  in  Latin 
America: 2003-2006 for Argentina, 2003-2006 for Brazil, 2006-2008 for Costa Rica, 2004-2008 
for Ecuador and 2002-2006 for Peru. Since not all the surveys are nationally representative, and 
given that poverty and labour markets may behave differently between rural areas and urban 
centres, the analysis in this study will be restricted to urban areas. 
 
5 Approach and Methodology 
 
The absolute criterion to identifying poverty used in this study seems more appropriate than a 
relative criterion for Latin America as there is plenty of evidence that a substantial proportion of 
people in the region still lack resources to satisfy basic needs. The “income approach” will thus 
be employed, i.e., households are identified as poor if their total income is below some poverty 
                                                           
11 These surveys are based on samples of dwellings and information is collected about households that live in 
sampled dwellings. If a household breaks apart between two observations, the members of the original household 
who remain in the dwelling are interviewed. 
12 Adapted from Elbers, Lanjouw and Lanjouw (2003). 
13 This procedure was possible because the survey questionnaires are similar and the size and representativeness of 
the sample are nearly identical for metropolitan areas.   14 
line. This line is the value of a normative basket of goods and services that allows the satisfaction 
of basic needs. In order to define a normative basket, an absolute threshold for each basic need 
must be established first. Then, the type and quantities of the goods and services needed to meet 
each of those standards should be specified and valuated to allow comparison with household 
income. 
 
Constructing an absolute poverty line involves many difficulties and many methodologies can be 
considered for empirical measurement.
14 The normative budgets used for each country are the 
same as those used by ECLAC to regularly estimate the incidence of poverty for Latin American 
countries.
15 They were built in general concordance with the approach that Orshansky proposed 
for the official poverty line in the US.
16 To start with, the food component of the line (or Basic 
Food Basket – BFB) is calculated on the basis of caloric requirements as per FAO/WHO/UNU 
recommendations for persons with different sex, age and levels of activity. The poverty line is 
then estimated by multiplying the BFB by the inverse of the Engel coefficient. ECLAC used the 
same Engel coefficient (0.5) for all countries. This decision to use the same factor for every 
country was based on the need to have comparable poverty lines. These values were the average 
of the countries that were accounted for when the original ECLAC estimates were made during 
the eighties. This relatively simple method, used by many countries to establish their poverty 
lines, was proposed in response to the lack of adequate information and a lack of agreed upon 
norms outside the scope of nutritional needs. 
 
With the aim of comparing the situation with respect to poverty across a number of countries, 
using national lines built the same way as ECLAC is the alternative which is most consistent 
with  the  theoretical  underpinnings  of the  absolute  poverty  line approach.  At  least  in theory, 
ECLAC’s national poverty lines reflect the amount of local currency needed to buy a basket of 
goods and services that satisfies the same set of basic needs in each country, but accounting for 
specific consumption patterns. In terms of Sen’s conceptualization of the matter, the different 
poverty lines should be nearly equal in terms of capacities even though different goods and 
services may be consumed in each country.
17 
 
The present study aims to estimate poverty entry and exit rates in relation to events that occur to 
households. The main methodological approach is based on Jenkins and Schluter (2001), which 
can  be  used  to  decompose  poverty  exit  and  entry  rates  associated  with  various  events  and 
compare these across countries, as presented in detail in the following section. 
 
                                                           
14 Much literature on poverty measurement methods also pinpoints various theoretical and empirical difficulties 
faced. See, for example, Feres (1997), Ravallion (1994) and Rio Group (2006).  
15 Estimates are usually disseminated through Social Panorama, an annual flagship of the institution.  
16 See Orshansky (1965).  
17 For discussion of this topic, see Sen (1983 and 1985).    15 
Two points should be stressed here. As stated earlier, some of the literature which analyzes 
poverty  dynamics  uses  structural  models  that  relate  economic  and  household  demographic 
decisions  (Burgess  and  Propper,  1998;  Aassve  et  al.,2005  and  2005  among  others).  In  this 
project, we follow Bane and Ellwood’s approach in that we only consider observed episodes 
which are directly associated with poverty entries and exits and no attempt is made to analyze 
any family arrangements and/or strategies that could have led to such episodes (this information 
cannot be drawn from the household surveys from the selected countries).
18 
 
There is also the possibility that some of the identified events could have ultimately been the 
result of some other event associated with the observed transition.
19 Consequently, since events 
may be endogenous, they are not interpreted as transition factors – exogenous events – but only 
as  events  associated  with  transitions.
20  However,  since  a  household  becomes  poor  when  its 
income per adult equivalent (ipae)
21 falls under the poverty line per adult equivalent, either the 
numerator or the denominator must change for a household to enter or exit poverty. This would 
happen when the household experiences at least one of the types of events identified in this 
study. In fact, analysis of the importance of these events is one of the main objectives of this 
study and no attempt is made to explore other possible factors causing these events. The short 
observation window, even when a household is followed for the entire time it is part of the 
survey, is a major limitation for attempts to estimate a more structural model.  
 
A  second  important  point  that  should  be  mentioned  here  is  that  we  only  consider  episodes 
associated with poverty entries and exits, but not those that prevent a transition. For example, if a 
member of a household who exited (entered) poverty also experienced an event that tended to 
reduce (increase) its ipae, the event is not considered because the household would be able to 
escape (fall into) poverty despite it. 
 
There is some difficulty associated with identifying which of the situations that households go 
through are associated with poverty transitions. This is because multiple events may occur to an 
individual simultaneously, which makes it necessary to make some methodological definitions. 
The first has to do with the nature of the events, and whether they are considered solely on their 
own  or  whether  multiple  events  are  allowed  to  occur  simultaneously.  One  clear  difference 
between the two approaches is that in the first (as proposed by Bane and Ellwood, 1986), poverty 
entry and exit rates are decomposed as the sum of entries and exits associated with all identified 
events, while this is not possible when following the second approach (which is used by Jenkins 
                                                           
18 For example, we will not take into account the effect of any facilities which influence the decision to enter the 
labour market, such as child care facilities. Similarly, we do not consider any previous household decisions that 
made it possible for a household member to begin work. Only the event of becoming employed is identified. 
19 For example, an event leading to a rise in the ipae could give rise to another episode also causing the ipae to rise. 
In our analysis, both factors will be considered as happening at the same time. 
20 Moreover, the available information does not provide adequate instruments to address the problem of 
endogeneity. 
21 Total household income / the number of equivalent adults in the household.   16 
and Schluter, 2001, among others).
22 The second decision has to do with classifying episodes. 
Bane and Ellwood (1986), for example, consider a demographic event to have occurred when an 
episode has a larger effect on the household’s needs (the number of adult equivalents) than on 
total household income. All other events are classified as affecting household income. Jenkins 
and Schluter (2001) simply identify a set of the most important factors grouped according to 
their nature, regardless of the impact they have on incomes. 
 
In this paper, a third approach is chosen. This method combines the previous two and is similar 
to that used in Beccaria and Maurizio (2009). Specifically, as mentioned, an exhaustive list of 
mutually  exclusive  events  is  classified  according  to  their  nature.  However,  we  still  need  to 
consider categories which combine two or more events so as to cover all (i.e. 100% of) possible 
cases. The difference from Jenkins and Schluter (2001) is therefore that we consider multiple 
events experienced between observations as a joint occurrence of several single events together. 
 
According to this definition, events that could trigger exits (entries) from (into) poverty are the 
following: 
 
I. Exclusively labour income events  
1. Increase (decrease) in the number of employed persons, not linked to entry (exit) of 
labour  income  earners  to  (from)  the  household;  the  number  of  household  members 
remains the same. 
1.1 Increase (decrease) in the number of members who are registered wage earners. 
1.2 Increase (decrease) in the number of members who are non-registered wage earners. 
1.3 Increase (decrease) in the number of members who are non-wage earners. 
2.  Increase  (decrease)  in  total  hourly  wage  of  members  who  are  employed  at  both 
observations, with the same total number of household members and hours worked. 
3. Increase (decrease) in the number of hours worked by members who were employed at 
both observations; the number of household members remains the same. 
4. Increase (decrease) in the number of hours worked and in the total hourly wage of 
members who were employed at both observations. 
5.  Increase  (decrease)  in  the  total  monthly  wage  of  members  employed  at  both 
observations and in the number of employed members, not linked to an entry (exit) of 
labour  income  earners  to  (from)  the  household;  the  number  of  household  members 
remains the same. 
II. Exclusively non-labour income events 
6. Increase (decrease) in pension income that is not linked to entry (exit) of recipients to 
(from) the household; the number of household members remains the same. 
                                                           
22 This approach is also used in Antolín et al. (1999) and Cantó et al. (2007).   17 
7. Increase (decrease) in public monetary transfers (social policy) not linked to the entry 
(exit) of recipients to (from) the household; the number of household members remains 
the same. 
8. Increase (decrease) in other non-labour income not linked to entry (exit) of non-labour 
income earners to (from) the household; the number of household members remains the 
same. 
III. Labour and non-labour income events 
9. Increase (decrease) in labour and non-labour incomes not linked to an entry (exit) of 
labour or non-labour income earners to from) the household; the number of household 
members remains the same. 
IV. Exclusively demographic events 
10. Decrease (increase) in the total number of household members; total nominal income 
remains constant. 
V. Demographic events leading to income changes 
11. Increase (decrease) in the number of labour or non-labour income earners due to 
some members entering (exiting) the household. 
VI. Combination of demographic and income events 
12.  Increase  (decrease)  in  total  nominal  income  (regardless  of  the  source  of  income 
changes) and decrease (increase) in the number of household members.  
VII. Unclassified events 
 
I, II and III are non-demographic events because the number of household members remains 
constant and there are no entries (exits) of labour or non-labour earners to (from) the household. 
The remaining event types are either exclusively demographic, a combination of demographic 
and non-demographic factors or demographic factors leading to income change. 
 
By constructing mutually exclusive events, it is possible to estimate the distribution of poverty 
transitions associated with particular events. For this, the entry (S1) and exit (S2) rates are defined 
as the probabilities of moving from state i/j in period “t” to state j/i in “t+1”, where the states are 
“poor” and “non-poor”. In order to quantify the impact of different events on the probability of 
transition,  we  use  the  partition  and  additivity  properties  of  the  sample  space  of  mutually 
exclusive events. Assuming that the space is partitioned among R mutually exclusive events, the 
probability of moving from state “i” to state “j”, (Sij) is equal to the sum of the probabilities of 
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where:  
Sij indicates a transition from state “i” in period “t” to state “j” in period “t + 1”, 
Er indicates the occurrence of event “r”,   18 
R: 1, 2,…,R  
i≠j 
 
Following Jenkins and Schluter (2001), this distribution can be decomposed into two factors: the 
first is the probability that the population at risk (in the case of entries into poverty, non-poor 
households) experiences such an event, while the second factor is the probability that the event 
triggers poverty entries or exits, conditional on the event already having occurred (conditional 
probability). This probability can thus be written: 
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This decomposition of the probabilities of transitions allows us to assess whether the importance 
of a given event results from its high probability of occurrence or from its strong impact on the 
household’s income. 
 
6 Evolution of Poverty Incidence in Five Latin American Countries and its Characteristics 
 
6.1 Evolution of poverty 
 
Before starting our dynamic analysis of the factors associated with changes in poverty, and also 
as a background to that discussion, this section will briefly analyze recent changes in the levels 
of poverty in the five countries considered in this document. As shown in graph 2, poverty 
incidence has eased off over the last decade in all five countries.
23 The extent of this reduction 
differed between countries though. Argentina is on one extreme with a 20 p.p. decline in poverty, 
while the decline in Costa Rica was just 2 p.p. Such behaviour over the first decade of the 
present century has resulted in a situation where poverty is lower in the most recent years than it 
was  in  the  beginning  of  the  nineties.  As  opposed  to  the  shared  picture  in  terms  of  poverty 
reduction in recent years, the nineties saw poverty evolve differently in these countries. Poverty 
in Costa Rica was declining slowly, whereas the opposite was true in Peru. The story was more 
erratic  in  other  countries,  with  Argentina  standing  out  due  to  the  sharp  increase  in  poverty 







                                                           
23 Stochastic dominance tests confirm the reduction of poverty between extreme years. This was done using the 
Distributive Analysis Stata Package (Araar, 2007).    19 
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6.2 Poverty Status and Household Characteristics 
 
The incidence of poverty analyzed above is not homogeneous among household types. Rather, it 
has been more intense among families with certain characteristics. Household composition and 
the labour situation of the household head appear as two very relevant variables for the differing 
incidence of poverty among types of households (tables 1.A – 1.E). 
 
Households  with  children  are  overrepresented  among  the  poor,  and  this  holds  true  across 
countries  despite  differing  household  compositions  among  the  populations  of  each  country. 
Households headed by a woman and belonging to this group of households appear more likely to 
be  poor  than  the  population  as  a  whole.  For  instance,  table  1.A  shows  that  even  though 
households with children under the age of 18 comprise about 47% of all households (column 7), 
this group represented 79% of Argentinian poor households in 2006. For Brazil (table 1.B) these 
figures are respectively 44% and 66%. 55% of Costa Rican households include children under 18 
(column 7), but they were 60% of poor households in 2008 (column 9). These proportions are 
62% and 81% in Ecuador in 2008 and are respectively 69% and 80% in Peru. 
 
These average figures obscure an even more varied situation: among households with children, 
the incidence is higher for single parent households (incomplete nuclear households) and for 
households headed by a female. For example, in Ecuador in 2008, the incidence of poverty for   20 
complete nuclear households was 38%, a figure that increases to 42% for incomplete nuclear 
households headed by a female. 
 
Among  households  with  no  children,  the  incidence  of  poverty  differs  between  countries 
according to household size, age of the household head, and whether or not it is a complete 
nuclear household. In Argentina, for example, one-person households experienced the lowest 
level of poverty in the period considered, particularly for women and those over the age of 65.
24 
The incidence of poverty for Costa Ricans in 2008 was lowest for one-person and complete 
nuclear households with a male household head under the age of 65. Even without children 
though, one-person female households have the highest incidence (around 22%), followed by 
one-person male households over the age of 65 (21%). A similar picture to the Costa Rican case 
can be seen in Ecuador. In Brazil, the differences among households without children are smaller 
than in the other countries.  
 
Some characteristics of the heads of household also help explain differing levels of poverty. An 
inverse relation between the household head’s level of education and the probability of being 
poor is found in all five countries. 
 
Poverty does not behave monotonically with respect to the age of the household head. In some 
cases, such as Argentina, Ecuador and Peru, poverty initially increases with age (or remains 
relatively stable) then decreases, and is lowest for individuals over 65 years old (column 8). In 
other cases, such as in Brazil, we find a negative correlation between poverty and age. The 
relationship between age and poverty is not so clear in Costa Rica, however, and that country is 
the only exception to the rule that poverty is lowest among people over the age of 65. This 
general rule for the age group may indicate the existence of some “selection bias” since the 
elderly only live on their own if they have sufficient income and otherwise live with family in an 
extended household. This could also be the result of the methodology used to identify the poor. 
In particular, equivalent needs are derived for different age groups using differences in their 
nutritional requirements without accounting for other types of needs. Nutritional requirements 
(and thus the poverty line) are lower for the elderly, possibly leading to an underestimate of 
poverty, especially since the poverty line does not consider the larger requirements which may 
arise for the elderly, such as those associated with their health. 
 
Gender is another important dimension to consider when characterizing poverty. Results with 
respect to gender are not homogeneous among countries: in Peru, the poverty rate for households 
headed by a female is lower than for households with a male head. In Costa Rica in 2008, the 
incidence  of  poverty  among  female-led  households  is  25%  whereas  it  is  just  17%  among 
                                                           
24 A more detailed analysis of this group shows that relatively low poverty levels among the elderly can be explained 
by the low value of the poverty line for their age group. Their incomes are, in fact, significantly lower than those of 
other groups of households.   21 
households headed by a male. These figures are similar for both household types in Ecuador. In 
Argentina and Brazil, households headed by a female are slightly more likely to be found in 
poverty than households with a male household head. 
 
As expected, the incidence of poverty is higher among households headed by a person who is 
unemployed or out of the labour force without a pension (column 8). However, perhaps the most 
important result is that having a job is no guarantee against poverty: a high proportion of poor 
households  in  the  countries  being  studied  (between  60-80%)  are  headed  by  an  employed 
individual. Job characteristics appear to be important variables associated with the existence of 
the working poor.  In particular, households headed by a non-registered wage  earner or own 
account worker have a significantly higher rate of poverty.
25 In Argentina, Ecuador and Peru, 
this figure is about three times higher than the poverty rate for households with registered wage 
earners. In Ecuador in 2008, for example, 47% of households headed by a non-registered wage 
earner were poor and 38% of households headed by an own account worker were poor, while 
this figure was only 10% for households whose heads are employed in jobs registered in the 
social  security  system  (column  8).  This  means  that  about  80%  of  poor  households  have  an 
employed head (column 9). This state of affairs is very similar in the rest of the countries. 
 
Therefore,  and  as  mentioned  before,  lack  of  jobs  is  not  the  only  factor  associated  with  the 
ongoing prevalence of poverty in these countries. The poor quality of jobs may be one of the 
most relevant factors associated with poverty in Latin America, The region thus has a large 
number of “working poor”. This phenomenon is related to both supply factors (such as low 
levels of education) and demand factors (such as the insufficient formal jobs generated in the 
economy, or widespread low productivity). Moreover, it is observed in all cases that there is less 
poverty  among households headed by a full-time  employed individual than those headed by 
overemployed or underemployed individuals. This may indicate that underemployment and a 
precarious job both negatively affect the ability to attain a high enough income to fulfill the basic 
bundle of consumption needs. It is interesting to note, however, that the relationship between the 
incidence  of  poverty  and  working  hours  is  not  monotonic.  This  is  shown  by  the  important 
proportion of household heads who work more than 45 hours a week and are still poor. This, 
again,  may  reflect  the  precarious  conditions  that  poor  households  work  in,  with  little  or  no 
enforcement of labour regulations and long working days needed to reach a minimum income. 
 
The information analyzed above originates from panel data. These results are corroborated by 
those from the cross-sectional data. This is particularly important as it suggests that reducing the 
number  of  observations  to  construct  the  panels  did  not  alter  the  household  and  individual 
characteristics that are analyzed in this study. 
                                                           
25 Non-registered employees are wage earners who are not covered by labour legislation, i.e., wage earners whose 
employer does not abide by labour laws and regulations. In this paper, failure by the employer to register the 
employee in the social security system is the proxy variable used to identify non-registered workers.   22 
 
7 Poverty Dynamics in Five Latin American Countries 
 
7.1 Transition Matrix 
 
Movements  into  and  out  of  poverty  will  first  be  measured  and analyzed  using  the  dynamic 
approach to assess the importance of these movements for changes in the incidence of poverty. 
The entry rates are computed as the share of non-poor households in “t” that become poor in 
“t+1”. The exit rates are then the share of poor households in “t” that become non-poor in “t+1”. 
These transition rates between poverty and non poverty may be interpreted as the conditional 
probability that a household in a stationary population will experience a transition, given its 




Tables 2.A – 2.E present the annual transition rates. Between 33% and 45% of households that 
were poor in the initial year in these countries were no longer in that situation one year later. The 
transition matrix also shows that between 12% and 25% of households that were not initially 
poor  fell  into  poverty  over  the  following  year.  Specifically,  the  entry  and  exit  rates  for 
observations  one  year  apart  average,  for  the  respective  periods  under  consideration  in  each 
country: 7.9% and 33.4% for Argentina, 13.2% and 42% for Brazil, 10.9% and 45.2% for Costa 
Rica; 15.3% and 36.8% for Ecuador and 20.8% and 38.5% for Peru. These findings show the 
importance of the poverty entry and exit flows in these countries, even in Costa Rica, which has 
a relatively low incidence of poverty. 
 
As  expected,  the  probability  of  being  poor  in a  given  period  is  strongly  conditioned  by the 
situation at the previous observation, with poverty in the current period being more likely among 
households  that  were  poor  in  the  previous  period.  More  information  would  be  necessary, 
however, to make any conclusive statements about true dependence on the initial state. 
 
 Although there appears to be a positive relationship between the incidence of poverty and entry 
rates along with a negative correlation between poverty and exit rates, these regularities do not 
hold in every case. Argentina, for instance, has the lowest entry and exit rates and Ecuador has 




                                                           
26 The characteristics of the samples make it possible to associate a multinomial distribution with the number of 
entries into and exits from poverty. Consistent estimates of the probabilities of entering or exiting poverty (pij) are 
thus found by optimizing a likelihood function, which yields the relative frequencies of these transitions.    23 
Graph  3.  Poverty  entry  and  exit  rates  according  to  incidence  of  poverty  Five  Latin 


























Source: Author’s elaboration using national household surveys 
 
Tables 2.A – 2.E also present the transition matrices separately for households with and without 
children. As shown, higher poverty rates among households with children are due to both higher 
entry rates and lower exit rates, amounting to longer episodes of poverty. This holds true for 
every country in this study except for Costa Rica, where households with children have both 
higher entry and exit rates. The size of the gap between households with children and all other 
households is different for entries and exits, except in Brazil where both relative risks are similar. 
In other countries, the biggest differences between households with and without children are 
found in terms of poverty entries: households with children are about twice as likely to enter 
poverty as those without (in Argentina and Peru). These results show the importance of the 
dynamic analysis, an approach which illustrates the varied situation in terms of entry and exit 
flows that underlie a given level of poverty. 
 




This  section  focuses  on  an  analysis  of  events  associated  with  poverty  exits,  using  the 
decomposition stated in equation [2]. Factors directly associated with exits are examined first 
because, as seen above, the level of poverty in these countries declined during the timeframe 
studied. 
   24 
Tables 3.A – 3.E present poverty exit rates disaggregated by the type of event experienced by the 
household. The results, presented in column 3, are the product of the frequency of each of these 
events (column 1) and the conditional probability of exiting poverty when the event takes place 
(column 2). The decompositions of the exit rates are also reproduced in the table below. 
 
Decomposition  of  exit  rates:  event  frequency  and  conditional  probability  of  poverty 
transition 
Five Latin American countries 
P (event) x P (S/E) = Exit rate
Argentina 78% 43% 33%
Brazil 76% 55% 42%
Costa Rica 79% 60% 45%
Ecuador 78% 47% 37%
Peru 72% 50% 38%  
Source: Author’s elaboration using national household surveys 
 
An important finding is that, in all countries, a high proportion of the initially poor households 
experienced  a  positive  event  with  the  potential  to  lift  them  out  of  poverty  (column  1).  In 
particular, around 80% of these households experienced an increase in their income per adult 
equivalent (ipae) due to a rise in total household income or a reduction in household size. This 
positive finding is at least partly linked to specific characteristics of the analyzed period, when 
economic growth and poverty reduction prevailed. 
 
Of households that experienced a positive event, however, only about 50% (or less) of them 
actually exited poverty because the increases in incomes were not large enough to change the 
poverty status of the remaining households (column 2). It thus appears as though high rates of 
poverty are not a matter of too few positive events, but are also at least partly due to the fact that 
these events are not strong enough to allow these families to escape poverty. 
 
The  observed  differences  in  exit  rates  are  almost  entirely  a  reflection  of  differences  of  the 
conditional probability, given that poor households in all the countries analyzed face similar odds 
of experiencing a positive event. One of the reasons for this finding is that the poverty gap tends 
to be larger in countries with a higher poverty rate, making it more difficult to exit poverty even 
after experiencing an increase in household income. 
   25 
Events  that  are  exclusively  related  to  the  labour  market  are  the  most  relevant  among  those 
associated with poverty exits (tables 3.A – 3.E, column 3). As summarized in graph 4, labour 
market events are associated with the end of between 30% and 70% of poverty episodes. The 
second most important group of events pertains to combined growth of non-labour and labour 
incomes.  This  clearly  means  that  the  labour  market  has  played  an  important  role  in  the 
improvement of households’ living conditions in recent years, both through exclusively labour 
market events or those accompanied by increases in non-labour income. Together, these account 
for 60-80% of the exit rate in these countries during the period of study. 
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Source: Author’s elaboration using national household surveys 
 
Depending on the country, these events are followed in importance by exclusively non-labour 
income events (as is the case in Brazil and Argentina) or those which combine demographic and 
income events (in Costa Rica, Ecuador and Peru). 
 
As  for  exclusively  demographic  events  (such  as  a  reduction  in  the  number  of  household 
members), they barely matter for changes in poverty in all of the countries. This is consistent 
with findings in other studies that use a similar methodology. These studies generally find that 
changes  in  income  or  the  number  of  employed  household  members  are  the  events  most 
frequently associated with exits from poverty, while changes in household composition are less   26 
important.
27 This is not a surprising result because the yearly observation window is probably too 
short to observe household demographic change because such events are typically less frequent. 
 
Given the important role of the labour market in transits out of poverty, it is worth taking a more 
detailed look at the events associated with these changes. The most frequent among them are 
either wage growth (Argentina and Ecuador) or a rise in the number of employed household 
members (Brazil, Costa Rica and Peru) (tables 3.A – 3.E). 
 
Regarding the latter, it is worth noting that the additional employed members most commonly 
get a job as wage earners who are not registered in the social security system.  In fact, in Ecuador 
and Peru, exits from poverty associated with getting this type of job are more frequent than exits 
linked to household members obtaining a registered job. These exits, together with those derived 
from an increase in the number of employed members who get a self-employed job, explain most 
of the increases of employed individuals in initially poor households that exit poverty. In the 
other three countries, even if the importance of registered occupations in taking households out 
of poverty is greater, the probability of obtaining a non-registered job is still high. This result 
underscores  the  ongoing  relevance  of  labour  precariousness  prevailing  in  the  region  and  its 
association with poverty.   
 
A rise in income from pensions is the most important non-labour event in Argentina, Brazil and 
Costa Rica, while an increase in other non-labour income is more frequent in Ecuador and Peru. 
The  second  type  mostly  includes  donations  from  one  household  to  another.  In  Ecuador  in 
particular,  these  are  generally  remittances  from  migrants  working  in  foreign  countries,  an 
expected result given the importance of this type of flow of incomes in this country. 
 
Another important finding is that public transfers play almost no role in explaining exits from 
poverty. This is particularly worrisome given the presence and extension of conditional cash 
transfers (CCTs) such as Bolsa Familia in Brazil, Programa Jefes in Argentina, Plan Juntos in 
Peru, Bono de Desarrollo Humano in Ecuador and Avancemos in Costa Rica, in recent years. We 
investigate possible explanations for this result below. 
 
When decomposing the exit probabilities according to equation [2], it becomes evident that a 
larger share of households exit poverty associated with a higher frequency of (either simple or 
combined) labour events than with other types of events (column 1). To a lesser extent, this is 
also  associated  with  their  relatively  high  conditional  probability  of  exiting  poverty  given 
occurrence of the event (column 2). 
 
The  importance  of  wage  increases  for  poverty  exits  can  largely  be  explained  by  its  higher 
frequency  relative  to  other  events  whereas  the  conditional  probability  of  exiting  poverty 
                                                           
27 Bane and Ellwood (1986), Ruggles and Williams (1987) and Duncan and Rodgers (1988), among others.   27 
following this event is lower than the odds of exiting poverty when a household member gets a 
job. This is another expected result given that the total increase in household income associated 
with  a  family  member  obtaining a  job is typically  larger  than  an  increase  in  income  for  an 
already employed household member. 
 
It is important to highlight the differences in this decomposition depending on the type of the job 
found. With the exception of Brazil, members of poor households are much more likely to find a 
non-registered job than a registered one. This is an extremely important result because starting a 
registered  job  is  associated  with  a  higher  probability  of  exiting  poverty  than  other  types  of 
employment  in  every  country  studied,  given  higher  average  wages  for  registered  jobs.  For 
example, a member of a poor household in Argentina who finds a registered job is nearly three 
times as likely to bring their household out of poverty as one who finds a non-registered job. 
This clearly shows that labour precariousness and informality reduce opportunities to escape 
poverty in Latin America. 
 
Public cash transfers appear to be relatively unimportant for poverty exits because this type of 
event is not as frequent as other event types and because lower conditional probability. This 
probably  reflects  the  limited  coverage  and  small  amounts  of  these  transfers,  respectively. 
Different factors could explain the small role of public transfers in exits from poverty. First of 
all, this type of income flow could be underreported in the surveys. Furthermore, as mentioned 
earlier,  non-labour  income  in  Brazil  was  imputed  with  information  from  PNAD  and  thus 
households who actually receive monetary transfers have not been identified. This could imply 
that the impact of this type of income on poverty transitions has been underestimated. Secondly, 
studies have generally found that these transfers are more effective at reducing extreme poverty 
than poverty,
28 the second of which is the variable analyzed here. Third, our analysis only deals 
with urban areas, while some of these programs are focused in rural areas. Fourth, the time 
period is also important because some of the CCTs in these countries began quite recently, so the 
panels built for this study were unable to capture them. Other programs also started well before 
the timeframe of the current study so it is unlikely for the data to capture new entries into the 
program. Furthermore, households who are beneficiaries of these programs saw their incomes 
increase when they entered the program, but not necessarily during the period under study. For 
example, poor households in Argentina had already started receiving the Programa Jefes, so the 
number of new beneficiaries during the period of study was fairly small. Moreover, the amount 
of the transfer did not change, so few events (changes) were observed with respect to public cash 
transfers.  Fifth,  until  now  we  have  analyzed  the  association  between  these  transfers  and 
aggregate exit rates, but CCTs in the region generally focus on households with children. 
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Finally, one aspect of the methodology may also explain these findings. Recall that the analysis 
is based on an exhaustive list of mutually exclusive events. This means that the role we find for 
CCTs results from the frequency and the conditional probability of experiencing only an increase 
the  amount  of  this  kind  of  income.  If  another  source  of  income  also  changes  between 
observations, these changes are classified together as a combined event, reducing the visibility of 
these public transfers. 
 
Households with and without children 
 
As  shown  in  sections  6.2  and  7.1,  there  appears  to  be  a  strong  link  between  household 
composition (particularly the presence of children) and poverty status. It has been shown that the 
incidence of poverty in households with children is higher than in households without children 
and that this is linked to lower exit rates and higher entry rates. Consequently, we will now 
distinguish between poverty transitions among households with and without children. A priori, it 
would be expected that households of differing size and composition may be more or less likely 
to be exposed to particular kinds of events, whether demographic or in the labour market.
29 
 
The results, shown in tables 3.A – 3.E, suggest that events solely related to the labour market are 
the most important factors for both households with and without children. In all cases, their 
relative importance is greater for households with children. The opposite is true for non-labour 
events, which are very important for households without children, a situation associated with the 
significant increase in pension incomes in Argentina, Brazil and Costa Rica. This result seems 
reasonable given that elderly household members are less likely to have young offspring and that 
these households are also more likely to experience an increase in pension income. In Peru and 
Ecuador, the increase in other non-labour income is the most significant non-labour event for 
households without children. 
 
These findings are partially consistent with those obtained by Cantó et al. (2007) for Spain. 
These authors show  that poverty  exit  rates  are  more  strongly  associated with labour market 
events  for  households  with  children  and  that  non-labour  events  are  most  important  for 
households without children. They conclude that changes for the first type of household are more 
related to the economic cycle while the second type of households is more closely linked to the 
social security system.
30 In any case, it is worth stressing that non-labour events in the countries 
included in this study tend to involve pensions or other non-labour income rather than cash 
transfers in relation to a social policy program. 
                                                           
29 For example, households mostly constituted of retirees are not expected to have as many important events relating 
to the labour market, especially compared to households with working age members. 
30 This is related to the fact that the social security system in this country is more directed towards fighting elderly 
poverty (who tend to be in households without children) than towards the young and children. This contrasts with 
the situation in other European countries with a more developed universal child care system, an important factor 
behind poverty exits.   29 
 
The relative importance of the increase in the number of employed members vis-à-vis the rise in 
wages is higher among households without children than those with children. This may, at least 
in part, be linked to differences in household composition between these two groups, with the 
first group of households being more likely to include young individuals who are entering the 
labour market. Again, members of both household types tend to find jobs that are not registered 
in the social security system. 
 
As already mentioned, changes in household composition are relatively unimportant for poverty 
exits. In this context, and similar to other countries,
  31 household composition changes more 
frequently  among  households  without  children  in  Argentina  and  Peru.  This  is  equivalent  to 
finding that other household types are more stable in their structure. The opposite situation is 
found in the other countries in the present study. Finally, public transfers aside from pensions do 
not significantly influence either type of household. 
 
One important factor to be highlighted from the decomposition of the exit rates from poverty is 
that the conditional probabilities associated with each type of event are systematically higher for 
households  without  children,  whereas  the  proportion  of  poor  households  experiencing  some 
event  is  very  similar  for  both  types  of  households.  The  first  of  these  two  factors  therefore 
explains much of the difference in exit rates between these groups.
32 
 
7.3 Factors directly associated with entry rates 
 
General Overview 
Tables 4.A – 4.E show the factors associated with poverty entries. We should start by pointing 
out the high share of non-poor households experiencing negative events that reduce their ipae (by 
between  38%  and  67%)  (see  table  below).  These  events  lead  to  a  fall  into  poverty  in 










                                                           
31 For the Spanish case, see, for example, Cantó et al. (2007). 
32 In the case of Costa Rica, households with children experience events that may lift them out of poverty more 
frequently. However, as is the case in other countries, these households register a lower conditional probability of 
exiting poverty.   30 
Decomposition of the entry rates: event frequency and conditional probability of poverty 
transition. Five Latin American countries  
 
P (event) x P (S/E) = Entry rate
Argentina 38% 21% 8%
Brazil 50% 25% 13%
Costa Rica 49% 23% 11%
Ecuador 57% 27% 15%
Peru 67% 32% 21%  
Source:  Author’s elaboration using national household surveys 
 
This finding shows that there is a non negligible group of households moving into poverty even 
when poverty is in overall decline, as happened in recent years in the analyzed countries. It also 
stresses the importance, once again, of analyzing poverty flows that underlie static indicators of 
poverty incidence. 
 
Unlike the case of exit rates, the most important differences between the countries relate to the 
frequency of the events, while the conditional probabilities are broadly similar. For example, the 
probability of entering poverty in Peru is twice as high as in Argentina, a result driven by a 
higher frequency of negative events in the first country (67%) compared to the latter (38%). In 
fact, initially non-poor households in Argentina are the least likely to face events which reduce 
their  ipae.  This  positive  situation  can  probably  be explained  by  significant  improvements  in 
social and labour conditions over recent years. Anyway, as seen above, at least 40% of non-poor 
families in all five countries suffered an event with the potential to push them into poverty. 
 
As was the case for exits from poverty, exclusively labour events are the most common source of 
poverty entries: between 30-50% of movements into poverty coincide with a negative labour 
event (job loss or decrease in labour incomes or working hours) (column 3). The only exception 
in this regard is Brazil, where this proportion is just 25%, and most entries are related to reduced 
non-labour income. Reduction of both labour and non-labour income is also significant in some 
of the countries. 
 
Exclusively demographic events are also relatively unimportant for poverty entries, but appear to 
play somewhat more of a role here than in the case of exits from poverty: an increase in the 
number of household members is more relevant to poverty mobility than loss of a household   31 
member. In this context, demographic events seem to be somewhat more significant in Peru and 
Ecuador. This is probably at least partially due to high fertility rates relative to the region and 
different household composition. As is the case for exits, changes in income from cash transfer 
policies (reductions in this case) play no role for entries into poverty.  
 
Loss of a job by a household member is the most important event among exclusively labour 
events,  except  in  Ecuador,  where  a  wage  reduction  is  the  single  labour  market  event  most 
associated with entry into poverty. The conditional probability of entering poverty following a 
job loss is significantly higher than the conditional probability associated with a reduction of 
labour income. In fact, in Argentina, Brazil and Costa Rica, the importance of this type of event 
is strictly due to the fact that a decline in household income following a job loss is greater than 
the loss of income resulting from a decline in wages. 
 
Again, occupation type must also be considered when looking at entry rates. Specifically, the 
high  frequency  at  which  non-registered  jobs  are  lost  by  members  of  non-poor  households 
suggests that this type of employment is both more common and more unstable. Moreover, in 
Argentina and Costa Rica, the conditional probability that a job loss will lead to poverty is, as 
expected, higher for registered workers than for non-registered workers. This is due to the higher 
wages generally associated with registered occupations. 
 
Households with and without children 
 
An interesting result appears when comparing poverty entries for households with and without 
children: there is no substantial difference in the total frequency of events for each household 
type.  These  events’  impact  (conditional  probability)  in  poverty  entries,  however,  differ 
substantially. In particular, the probability of entering poverty given the occurrence of a negative 
event in a household with children is approximately 10 p.p. higher than for all other households. 
This is found for all types of events. 
 
Finally, we would like to note again that labour market events are the most important for both 
types of families. Nevertheless, as is the case for exits from poverty, these are more relevant for 
households with children, while non-labour income and demographic events are more important 
in households without children. 
 
7.4 Analysis of sensitivity to the poverty line 
 
Lastly, an analysis of the sensitivity of poverty dynamics to changes in the poverty line was 
performed  to  assess  the  robustness  of  the  results.  As  shown  in  tables  2.A  –  2.E,  transition 
matrices have been constructed for poverty lines that are shifted up and down by 10% (resulting 
in  poverty  lines  at  90%  and  110%  of  the  original).  In  almost  all  cases,  entry  rates  are   32 
monotonically increasing in the poverty line, while the opposite occurs for exit rates.
33 It is 
important to mention that the behaviour for households with and without children remains the 
same for different poverty lines. The same procedure has been applied to the decomposition of 
exit and entry rates (equation [2]) and the conclusions do not change in this case either.
34 
 
8 Conclusions and policy recommendations 
 
The research summarized in this document had three objectives: (1) to estimate the role of the 
labour market, social policies and household composition in transitions into and out of poverty; 
(2) to evaluate whether the observed differences in households’ poverty flows can be mostly 
explained  by  differences  in  the  probability  of  certain  types  of  events  occurring  or  by  these 
events’ differing impacts, i.e., the conditional probability that their poverty status will change 
after a given event has taken place; (3) to determine the extent to which household composition 
and the characteristics of household members affect both probabilities. The results of this study 
allow us to draw the following conclusions. 
 
In methodological terms, the relevance of the dynamic analysis is demonstrated not only for 
evaluation of the intensity of poverty entry and exit flows, but also for identification of factors 
directly associated with these transitions. In particular, this approach allows us to: analyze the 
extent to which poverty entry and exit rates vary with a country’s level of poverty; identify the 
importance of different types of events associated with changes in poverty status; assess the 
relative importance of movements due to labour market events, demographic changes and public 
policies; tackle the question of whether households stay poor (or stay out of poverty) because 
they  do not  experience  a  positive  (or  negative)  event  or  because  the  impact  of  the  event  is 
insufficient to bring them out of poverty; analyze how the effects of these events differ for 
various household structures and characteristics. 
 
Regarding  the  results,  a  very  important  finding  is  that  a  high  proportion  of  initially  poor 
households  in  every  country  experienced  a  positive  event  that  may  help  them  exit  poverty. 
However,  only  a  small  share  of  these  households  actually  exited  poverty,  while  the  others 
experienced increases in income that were not sufficient to change their poverty status. This 
suggests  that  the  difficulty  of  exiting  poverty  does  not  have  so  much  to  do  with  household 
members’ inability to obtain new income (such as by getting a new job) as it has to do with the 
fact that the additional income is not sufficient to escape their situation. 
 
Another relevant outcome is that events exclusively related to the labour market are the most 
important  in  every  country  in  the  study.  This  tends  to  occur  via  changes  in  the  number  of 
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in the poverty line. 
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employed household members in some countries, while income changes are more important in 
other  countries.  Labour  precariousness  also  appears  as  an  important  factor  in  each  of  the 
countries in this study. In particular, jobs obtained by poor households are often not registered in 
the social security system. This implies a lack of social benefits and considerably reduces the 
positive  impact  that  getting  a  job  has  for  families’  incomes,  contributing  to  the  ongoing 
phenomenon of the working poor. In fact, about 20-30% of poor household heads in the analyzed 
countries are employed as informal workers. This means that unemployment is not the only 
labour market problem for poor Latin American households, with low wages and precarious 
labour conditions also appearing as important issues. 
 
The analysis also showed that public transfers are of scarce importance for poverty exits. This is 
a  troubling  finding  given  the  extension  of  cash  transfers  in  recent  years  in  Latin  American 
countries. This result needs to be considered carefully, however. This type of income may be 
underreported in the surveys, while the available dynamic data for Brazil does not identify which 
households actually receive public transfers. Moreover, some programs began in recent years and 
we only capture them partially in the last panel data in each country. Also, in the case of some 
CCTs, no new beneficiaries were added over this last period. Changes in incomes due to social 
policy  may also  have  occurred  in  combination with other  events  over  a period of  generally 
improving  conditions  in  the  labour  market  and  are  thus  not  considered  as  a  single  event. 
Furthermore, impact evaluations of CCTs have proven that their effect has been more important 
for changes in extreme poverty than changes in poverty.  
 
Finally, events associated with demographic changes – an increase or decrease in the number of 
household members – did not prove to be important in any of the countries in this study. 
 
When events associated with entries into and exits from poverty are analyzed separately for 
households  with  and  without  children,  we  find  that  the  conditional  probability  of  the  event 
leading to a change in poverty status differs more than the frequency of their occurrence among 
these household groups. In particular, a similar share of households with and without children 
experience a positive event that could lead to an exit from poverty, but the effect on household 
income is much greater for households without children, increasing the odds of households in 
this group exiting poverty. 
 
For the case of entries, however, it is households with children who register a higher probability 
of entering poverty after experiencing an event that reduces their income per adult equivalent. 
This result supports the idea that children in Latin America are among the most vulnerable, not 
only  because their families  are  more  likely to  move  into  poverty  when  exposed to  negative 
shocks, but also because they do not have the necessary tools to quickly exit that situation. This 
results in a high incidence of child poverty in the region. 
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Finally, it can be said that the dynamic of poverty in the region is strongly linked to income 
mobility, which is in turn linked with occupational instability and wage changes. These results 
indicate that households are exposed to macroeconomic and labour market cycles, while public 
policies that limit their negative effects or strengthen their positive effects appear to be limited. 
 
Regarding  policy  recommendations,  the  approach  used  in  this  study  can be  used  to  identify 
possible interventions which reduce the odds of entering poverty and increase the chances of 
moving out of poverty. Two pillars arise as clear guides for policy design: (1) labour conditions 
should  be  systematically  improved  along  with  a  significant  reduction  of  informality  and 
unemployment,  and  (2)  a  social  protection  system  should  be  strengthened,  at  a  minimum 
including  an  extended  unemployment  insurance  scheme,  cash  transfers  for  households  with 
children and pensions for the elderly. 
 
These results support an expansion of antipoverty strategies, through labour market policies and 
other approaches  of  more  universal  character.  On  the  one  hand, priority  should  be  given  to 
efforts which aim to prevent low and medium-low income workers from facing income-reducing 
events, especially those with a greater chance of dragging the household into poverty. A central 
preoccupation of these strategies should be a reduction in the share of (highly unstable) informal 
and precarious employment. This implies adopting both demand and supply side approaches to 
the issue by stimulating the creation of jobs that are suitable for these workers and increasing 
their chances of finding available jobs (through training and/or better employment services, for 
example). 
 
Reducing the negative effects of labour-related events should probably be another component of 
antipoverty policy. Specifically, when low income workers are covered by social security, the 
impact of jobs losses could be mitigated, at least in part, by employment protection legislation 
and  unemployment  insurance.  Most  unstable  occupations  in  these  economies  are,  however, 
precarious and tend not to be registered in the social security system. A large share of workers, 
and  especially  low  income  workers,  thus  face  frequent  job  changes,  sometimes  including  a 
period of unemployment.  However, unlike in developed countries, the scope and coverage of 
unemployment insurance in Latin America has historically been quite limited. Even the countries 
that do have this type of policy (Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Ecuador, Uruguay and Venezuela), 
coverage rates are low among the unemployed population. This is basically due to high labour 
precariousness, low rates of registered jobs, high occupational instability and – probably to a 
lesser  extent  than  in  Europe  –  long  term  unemployment.  Therefore,  it  would  be  positive  to 
extend some kind of unemployment benefits to those leaving non-regular jobs. 
 
Increasing the probability of leaving poverty should also be an important part of such policies. 
This involves the same actions described above for both the demand and supply side of the 
labour market in order to improve job quality. Wage levels also have to be considered as an   35 
objective, since getting a job is no guarantee of leaving poverty, particularly when a large portion 
of jobs are informal. Along these lines, a higher minimum wage policy, as carried out in Brazil 
and Argentina, can be a highly effective tool especially if it also affects wages in the informal 
sectors. 
 
If enough jobs are created, especially decent work that generate a sufficient income, and if there 
is unemployment insurance to support the unemployed who are actively looking for work, there 
is less need for members of poor households to accept precarious and low-paid work, resulting in 
reduced flows into informality. 
 
Even if cash transfer programs for the unemployed are put into place or extended, households 
with low and unstable labour incomes will still face major difficulties. This situation has led a 
number of countries in the region to implement conditional cash transfers, which are mostly 
directed to low income households with children. The Bolsa Familia in Brazil, the Programa 
Familias  in  Argentina,  Juntos  in  Peru,  Avancemos  in  Costa  Rica  and  Bono  de  Desarrollo 
Humano in Ecuador are examples of conditional cash transfers for poor households. Although 
the results of these programs in these countries are generally satisfactory in terms of their focus 
and success in reducing extreme poverty, the magnitude of their results has been low. For this 
reason, these countries must increase both the coverage and amount of these transfers (which are 
generally very low), in conjunction with other policies, at least until the labour market generates 
enough  jobs  with  high  enough  income  to  escape  poverty.  An  important  initiative  to  extend 
family  allowances  recently  began  in  Argentina.  These  were  traditionally  only  received  by 
children of registered wage earners and were extended to cover children of the unemployed, 
independent workers and non-registered wage earners with low income, bringing these groups 
into the social security system. 
 
It is important to note that a comprehensive public policy for children can definitely not be based 
on  monetary  transfers  alone.  Countries  must  move  forward  by  effectively  coordinating  all 
programs which tackle the social risks faced by households that children and adolescents are a 
part of. This means ensuring access to quality health and education services to support the human 
and economic capabilities of future generations.  
 
Finally,  all  of  the  policies  mentioned  above  should  be  complemented  by  non-contributory 
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Exit rate Entry rate
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
Educational level
Low  44% 43% 61% 47% 51% 60% 43% 31% 67% 29% 11%
Medium 33% 30% 31% 32% 38% 31% 32% 17% 27% 36% 9%
High 23% 11% 8% 22% 17% 9% 25% 4% 5% 51% 3%
Age
24 years old or younger 4% 37% 4% 5% 44% 5% 3% 25% 3% 32% 12%
25 - 40 years old 29% 39% 35% 29% 45% 33% 29% 27% 39% 28% 9%
41 - 65 years old 44% 34% 47% 42% 44% 47% 45% 21% 48% 35% 9%
Older than 65 years old 23% 17% 13% 24% 23% 14% 23% 9% 10% 45% 5%
Gender
Male 69% 33% 72% 69% 42% 73% 67% 20% 68% 34% 9%


























Exit rate Entry rate
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
Occupational category of the household head
Registered wage earner 30% 17% 17% 30% 26% 20% 32% 9% 14% 46% 6%
Non-registered wage earner 19% 51% 31% 19% 59% 29% 18% 35% 33% 23% 15%
Own account 15% 40% 20% 14% 48% 18% 16% 25% 20% 33% 13%
Employer 3% 13% 1% 2% 18% 1% 3% 6% 1% 35% 6%
Unemployed 4% 64% 9% 5% 66% 9% 3% 49% 7% 32% 9%
Inactive with pension 22% 15% 11% 23% 21% 12% 22% 8% 8% 45% 4%
Inactive without pension 7% 53% 12% 7% 62% 12% 7% 46% 17% 34% 14%
Hours worked by the household head
Underemployed 27% 49% 40% 29% 58% 42% 25% 29% 36% 24% 9%
Full employed 27% 25% 21% 28% 33% 22% 29% 20% 25% 35% 7%


























Exit rate Entry rate
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
Families without children 52% 16% 26% 50% 20% 26% 53% 8% 21% 48% 5%
One-person households. Men older than 65 year old 2% 13% 1% 2% 28% 2% 2% 11% 1% 29% 3%
One-person households. Female older than 65 year old 7% 5% 1% 7% 6% 1% 7% 3% 1% 56% 3%
One-person households. Men younger than 65 year old 4% 16% 2% 4% 21% 2% 5% 10% 2% 45% 6%
One-person households. Female younger than 65 year old 4% 9% 1% 4% 7% 1% 5% 4% 1% 52% 3%
Complete nuclear household. Head older than 65 year old 10% 19% 6% 9% 22% 5% 9% 8% 4% 51% 6%
Complete nuclear household. Head younger than 65 year old 15% 19% 9% 13% 25% 8% 14% 10% 7% 46% 7%
Incomplete nuclear household. Head older than 65 years 4% 18% 2% 3% 28% 2% 4% 10% 2% 55% 7%
Incomplete nuclear household. Head younger than 65 years 7% 19% 4% 6% 23% 4% 8% 9% 3% 51% 6%
Families with children 48% 49% 74% 50% 59% 74% 47% 33% 79% 28% 12%
Incomplete nuclear household . Male household head 2% 49% 3% 1% 62% 2% 2% 38% 3% 32% 18%
Incomplete nuclear household . Female household head 9% 57% 16% 10% 64% 16% 9% 42% 19% 24% 14%
Complete nuclear household  37% 47% 55% 38% 58% 56% 37% 31% 57% 29% 12%
POVERTY RATE (Households) 33% 8%
Source: Authors’ elaboration based on data from Encuesta Permanente de Hogares (EPH-INDEC).
Table 1.A. Household composition and specific poverty rates. Pool of panels.
Argentina. Total urban areas. Period 2003-2006.
 Average 2003-2006 2nd. 2003 2nd. 2006  Average 2003-2006
 Average 2003-2006 2nd. 2003 2nd. 2006  Average 2003-2006
31% 39% 20%
 Average 2003-2006 2nd. 2003 2nd. 2006  Average 2003-2006
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Exit rate Entry rate
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
Educational level
Low  51% 39% 69% 52% 42% 68% 49% 36% 69% 38% 20%
Medium 32% 25% 28% 31% 28% 28% 33% 22% 28% 47% 11%
High 18% 6% 4% 17% 8% 4% 18% 5% 4% 77% 4%
Age
24 years old or younger 3% 42% 4% 3% 42% 4% 2% 42% 4% 31% 18%
25 - 40 years old 30% 36% 38% 33% 40% 41% 27% 33% 35% 29% 13%
41 - 65 years old 50% 27% 48% 48% 30% 45% 52% 25% 51% 46% 13%
Older than 65 years old 18% 17% 10% 16% 20% 10% 19% 14% 11% 78% 13%
Gender
Male 67% 29% 67% 70% 31% 69% 65% 26% 65% 39% 12%


























Exit rate Entry rate
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
Occupational category of the household head
Registered wage earner 33% 22% 26% 33% 24% 25% 33% 20% 27% 32% 9%
Non-registered wage earner 11% 35% 13% 11% 39% 14% 10% 30% 12% 33% 17%
Own account 16% 34% 19% 17% 38% 20% 15% 31% 19% 31% 13%
Employer 4% 6% 1% 4% 6% 1% 5% 7% 1% 38% 6%
Unemployed 3% 65% 8% 4% 73% 10% 3% 57% 6% 46% 23%
Inactive with pension 25% 13% 12% 24% 15% 11% 26% 12% 13% 58% 18%
Inactive without pension 7% 77% 21% 7% 79% 18% 8% 74% 23% 56% 12%
Hours worked by the household head
Underemployed 15% 30% 16% 13% 36% 15% 17% 24% 18% 37% 11%
Full employed 48% 24% 44% 48% 27% 44% 48% 22% 44% 33% 10%


























Exit rate Entry rate
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
Families without children 54% 18% 33% 52% 19% 32% 56% 16% 34% 64% 12%
One-person households. Men older than 65 year old 2% 16% 1% 2% 16% 1% 2% 17% 1% 75% 15%
One-person households. Female older than 65 year old 5% 16% 3% 5% 20% 3% 5% 13% 3% 89% 14%
One-person households. Men younger than 65 year old 6% 21% 4% 6% 25% 4% 6% 17% 4% 53% 12%
One-person households. Female younger than 65 year old 5% 17% 3% 5% 18% 3% 6% 16% 4% 63% 14%
Complete nuclear household. Head older than 65 year old 7% 12% 3% 7% 15% 3% 8% 9% 3% 85% 11%
Complete nuclear household. Head younger than 65 year old 18% 17% 11% 18% 18% 10% 18% 16% 11% 57% 10%
Incomplete nuclear household. Head older than 65 years 4% 18% 2% 3% 19% 2% 4% 18% 3% 61% 12%
Incomplete nuclear household. Head younger than 65 years 8% 22% 6% 7% 24% 5% 8% 20% 6% 57% 11%
Families with children 46% 42% 67% 48% 45% 68% 44% 38% 66% 31% 16%
Incomplete nuclear household . Male household head 1% 38% 1% 1% 47% 2% 1% 29% 1% 37% 15%
Incomplete nuclear household . Female household head 9% 50% 15% 9% 55% 15% 9% 44% 15% 33% 23%
Complete nuclear household  36% 40% 50% 38% 43% 51% 34% 37% 49% 30% 14%
POVERTY RATE (Households) 28,7% 31,8% 25,5% 42% 13%
Source: Authors’ elaboration based on data PME & PNAD (IBGE)
Table 1.B. Household composition and specific poverty rates. Pool of panels.
Brazil. Selected metropolitan areas. Period 2003-2006.
 Average  2003 - 2006 Sep. 2003 Sep. 2006  Average 2003-2006
 Average 2003-2006 Sep. 2003 Sep. 2006  Average 2003-2006
 Average 2003-2006 Sep. 2003 Sep. 2006  Average 2003-2006
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CHARACTERISTICS OF THE HOUSEHOLD HEADS




Composition of poor 
households




Composition of poor 
households




Composition of poor 
households
Exit rate Entry rate
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
Educational level
Complete primary or less 40% 38% 65% 40% 40% 64% 40% 30% 63% 40% 16%
Secondary 32% 18% 24% 33% 17% 23% 30% 15% 24% 60% 11%
University or more 28% 10% 11% 28% 12% 13% 30% 8% 13% 59% 6%
Age
24 years old or younger 2% 23% 2% 2% 25% 2% 1% 45% 3% 49% 23%
25 - 40 years old 27% 28% 31% 27% 28% 31% 25% 19% 25% 49% 13%
41 - 65 years old 56% 20% 46% 55% 22% 49% 58% 15% 46% 52% 10%
Older than 65 years old 16% 31% 20% 16% 28% 18% 16% 30% 26% 33% 11%
Gender
Male 68% 22% 64% 68% 24% 67% 70% 17% 61% 51% 11%
Female 32% 27% 36% 32% 26% 33% 30% 25% 39% 39% 11%
OCCUPATIONAL VARIABLES




Composition of poor 
households




Composition of poor 
households




Composition of poor 
households
Exit rate Entry rate
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
Occupational category of the household head
Registered wage earner 40% 14% 24% 40% 18% 29% 41% 11% 24% 61% 10%
Non-registered wage earner 10% 30% 13% 10% 30% 12% 10% 23% 11% 34% 19%
Own account 15% 34% 21% 15% 33% 20% 17% 25% 22% 46% 12%
Employer 9% 16% 6% 9% 15% 6% 8% 10% 4% 66% 11%
Unemployed 1% 69% 4% 2% 66% 4% 1% 74% 4% 40% 24%
Inactive with pension 14% 17% 10% 15% 14% 9% 15% 16% 12% 43% 8%
Inactive without pension 9% 53% 21% 9% 57% 20% 9% 46% 22% 37% 14%
Hours worked by the household head
Underemployed 12% 32% 19% 12% 28% 15% 10% 16% 11% 44% 12%
Full employed 18% 13% 11% 18% 14% 12% 20% 32% 21% 52% 9%
Over employed 70% 20% 70% 71% 23% 74% 70% 103% 68% 52% 12%
HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION




Composition of poor 
households




Composition of poor 
households




Composition of poor 
households
Exit rate Entry rate
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
Families without children 43% 19% 35% 44% 18% 33% 45% 17% 40% 44% 9%
One-person households. Men older than 65 years 1% 34% 1% 1% 29% 1% 2% 21% 2% 8% 7%
One-person households. Female household head older than 65 years 2% 31% 3% 3% 32% 4% 2% 22% 3% 13% 9%
One-person households. Men younger than 65 years 3% 9% 1% 4% 10% 2% 3% 9% 2% 68% 5%
One-person households. Female household head younger than 65  3% 21% 3% 3% 17% 2% 3% 15% 3% 61% 7%
Complete nuclear household. Head older than 65 years 7% 29% 9% 8% 26% 8% 8% 28% 12% 33% 12%
Complete nuclear household. Head younger than 65 years 14% 11% 7% 13% 8% 4% 16% 8% 7% 75% 7%
Incomplete nuclear household. Head older than 65 years 4% 26% 4% 4% 24% 4% 4% 23% 5% 40% 13%
Incomplete nuclear household. Head younger than 65 years 7% 21% 6% 8% 22% 8% 7% 22% 8% 43% 11%
Families with children 57% 27% 65% 56% 30% 67% 55% 21% 60% 48% 13%
Incomplete nuclear household . Male household head 1% 17% 1% 1% 24% 1% 1% 8% 0% 69% 6%
Incomplete nuclear household . Female household head 13% 30% 17% 13% 31% 16% 13% 32% 21% 36% 12%
Complete nuclear household  42% 27% 47% 42% 30% 50% 41% 18% 39% 52% 14%
POVERTY RATE (Households) 47% 11%
Source: Authors’ elaboration based on data from Encuesta de Hogares de Propósitos Múltiples (INEC).
 Average 2006-2008 2006 2008  Average 2006-2008
 Average 2006-2008 2006 2008  Average 2006-2008
Table 1.C.  Household composition and specific poverty rates. Pool of panels.
24% 25% 19%
Costa Rica. Total urban areas. 2006-2008.
 Average 2006-2008 2006 2008  Average 2006-2008
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CHARACTERISTICS OF THE HOUSEHOLD HEADS




Composition of poor 
households




Composition of poor 
households




Composition of poor 
households
Exit rate Entry rate
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
Educational level
Complete primary or less 37% 50% 53% 37% 60% 53% 39% 42% 55% 33% 23%
Secondary 37% 36% 38% 38% 41% 38% 36% 30% 36% 40% 16%
University or more 25% 12% 9% 25% 16% 9% 25% 10% 9% 57% 7%
Age
24 years old or younger 3% 37% 3% 3% 43% 3% 2% 23% 2% 48% 15%
25 - 40 years old 33% 44% 40% 37% 49% 42% 30% 39% 38% 31% 18%
41 - 65 years old 50% 33% 46% 48% 39% 44% 52% 28% 47% 41% 14%
Older than 65 years old 14% 31% 12% 12% 38% 10% 16% 24% 13% 41% 14%
Gender
Male 77% 36% 77% 79% 42% 78% 75% 31% 75% 37% 15%
Female 23% 37% 23% 21% 45% 22% 25% 31% 25% 38% 16%
OCCUPATIONAL VARIABLES




Composition of poor 
households




Composition of poor 
households




Composition of poor 
households
Exit rate Entry rate
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
Occupational category of the household head
Registered wage earner 25% 18% 12% 26% 25% 15% 24% 10% 8% 51% 8%
Non-registered wage earner 22% 50% 30% 22% 54% 29% 22% 47% 34% 28% 21%
Own account 29% 45% 36% 28% 51% 34% 29% 38% 37% 34% 22%
Employer 9% 21% 5% 9% 22% 5% 7% 18% 4% 50% 14%
Unemployed 2% 63% 3% 2% 76% 4% 2% 43% 3% 42% 5%
Inactive with pension 5% 13% 2% 5% 22% 3% 6% 8% 1% 65% 4%
Inactive without pension 8% 49% 11% 8% 58% 11% 9% 40% 12% 37% 22%
Hours worked by the household head
Underemployed 12% 49% 20% 14% 55% 18% 13% 48% 21% 32% 20%
Full employed 38% 32% 31% 34% 39% 32% 36% 25% 29% 38% 13%
Over employed 51% 35% 49% 52% 40% 50% 51% 31% 51% 36% 17%
HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION




Composition of poor 
households




Composition of poor 
households




Composition of poor 
households
Exit rate Entry rate
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
Families without children 33% 20% 18% 30% 26% 18% 36% 16% 19% 50% 11%
One-person households. Men older than 65 years 1% 31% 1% 2% 34% 1% 2% 27% 1% 40% 22%
One-person households. Female household head older than 65 years 2% 30% 2% 2% 34% 1% 3% 18% 2% 46% 9%
One-person households. Men younger than 65 years 4% 15% 2% 4% 20% 2% 4% 9% 1% 55% 13%
One-person households. Female household head younger than 65  2% 17% 1% 2% 29% 1% 2% 22% 2% 41% 10%
Complete nuclear household. Head older than 65 years 5% 24% 4% 4% 33% 3% 6% 18% 4% 44% 11%
Complete nuclear household. Head younger than 65 years 11% 17% 5% 11% 22% 6% 11% 16% 6% 57% 10%
Incomplete nuclear household. Head older than 65 years 2% 21% 1% 2% 19% 1% 3% 19% 2% 50% 13%
Incomplete nuclear household. Head younger than 65 years 5% 20% 3% 4% 26% 3% 6% 15% 3% 55% 10%
Families with children 65% 44% 82% 67% 50% 82% 62% 39% 81% 34% 18%
Incomplete nuclear household . Male household head 2% 40% 2% 2% 38% 2% 2% 26% 2% 57% 18%
Incomplete nuclear household . Female household head 12% 49% 16% 11% 55% 15% 12% 42% 17% 34% 23%
Complete nuclear household  53% 43% 63% 56% 50% 65% 50% 38% 62% 33% 18%
POVERTY RATE (Households) 37% 15%
Source: Authors’ elaboration based on data from Encuesta de Empleo, Desempleo y Subempleo (INEC).
 Average 2004-2008 2004 2008  Average 2004-2008
 Average 2004-2008 2004 2008  Average 2004-2008
Table 1.D. Household composition and specific poverty rates. Pool of panels. 
36% 43% 31%
Ecuador. Total urban areas. 2004-2008
 Average 2004-2008 2004 2008  Average 2004-2008
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Exit rate Entry rate
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
Educational level
Low  30% 49% 41% 29% 54% 41% 30% 43% 42% 33% 29%
Medium 43% 36% 45% 43% 41% 46% 43% 32% 44% 39% 23%
High 27% 18% 14% 28% 18% 13% 26% 18% 15% 51% 13%
Age
24 years old or younger 2% 28% 2% 2% 34% 2% 2% 22% 2% 56% 14%
25 - 40 years old 28% 39% 31% 32% 42% 34% 24% 36% 28% 38% 22%
41 - 65 years old 54% 34% 54% 53% 38% 53% 55% 31% 55% 37% 22%
Older than 65 years old 15% 29% 13% 13% 32% 11% 18% 26% 15% 45% 15%
Gender
Male 76% 35% 75% 79% 38% 79% 73% 31% 72% 37% 20%


























Exit rate Entry rate
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
Occupational category of the household head
Registered wage earner 19% 19% 11% 18% 22% 10% 21% 16% 11% 42% 15%
Non-registered wage earner 20% 41% 25% 24% 46% 30% 16% 36% 19% 31% 26%
Own account 28% 44% 37% 28% 48% 36% 28% 40% 38% 34% 28%
Employer 7% 19% 4% 7% 18% 4% 7% 20% 5% 47% 23%
Unemployed 5% 47% 6% 4% 50% 6% 5% 43% 7% 47% 17%
Inactive with pension 11% 14% 4% 10% 17% 5% 12% 10% 4% 50% 11%
Inactive without pension 10% 43% 13% 9% 43% 10% 10% 43% 15% 43% 22%
Hours worked by the household head
Underemployed 22% 37% 23% 21% 37% 19% 23% 37% 27% 38% 17%
Full employed 18% 27% 14% 20% 31% 16% 16% 24% 12% 30% 17%


























Exit rate Entry rate
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
Families without children 29% 19% 16% 26% 19% 13% 31% 20% 20% 49% 13%
One-person households. Men older than 65 year old 1% 22% 0% 1% 35% 1% 1% 9% 0% 44% 10%
One-person households. Female older than 65 year old 1% 48% 1% 1% 56% 1% 1% 40% 2% 25% 15%
One-person households. Men younger than 65 year old 3% 6% 0% 3% 8% 1% 3% 3% 0% 70% 8%
One-person households. Female younger than 65 year old 1% 23% 1% 1% 21% 1% 1% 25% 1% 36% 11%
Complete nuclear household. Head older than 65 year old 5% 20% 3% 4% 21% 2% 6% 20% 4% 39% 10%
Complete nuclear household. Head younger than 65 year old 8% 23% 5% 8% 24% 5% 8% 23% 6% 52% 14%
Incomplete nuclear household. Head older than 65 years 3% 14% 1% 3% 11% 1% 3% 16% 2% 50% 10%
Incomplete nuclear household. Head younger than 65 years 6% 18% 4% 5% 14% 2% 7% 23% 5% 57% 19%
Families with children 71% 41% 84% 74% 45% 87% 69% 37% 80% 37% 25%
Incomplete nuclear household . Male household head 4% 41% 4% 3% 41% 4% 4% 42% 5% 40% 33%
Incomplete nuclear household . Female household head 14% 43% 17% 12% 50% 16% 15% 37% 17% 42% 26%
Complete nuclear household  54% 40% 63% 59% 44% 67% 50% 36% 58% 45% 25%
POVERTY RATE (Households) 34,8% 38,3% 31,2% 38% 21%
Source: Authors’ elaboration based on data from Encuesta Nacional de Hogares (ENAHO-INEI).
 Average 2002-2006 2002 2006  Average 2002-2006
 Average 2002-2006 2002 2006  Average 2002-2006
Table 1.E. Household composition and specific poverty rates. Pool of panels.
Peru. Total urban areas. 2002-2006.
 Average 2002-2006 2002 2006  Average 2002-2006























Entry 0.0795*** 0.124*** 0.0548*** 0.0710*** 0.112*** 0.0467*** 0.0878*** 0.135*** 0.0633***
[0.00265] [0.00536] [0.00281] [0.00248] [0.00498] [0.00258] [0.00299] [0.00634] [0.00306]
Exit 0.334*** 0.281*** 0.485*** 0.369*** 0.314*** 0.536*** 0.298*** 0.242*** 0.450***
[0.00684] [0.00769] [0.0138] [0.00756] [0.00856] [0.0151] [0.00625] [0.00691] [0.0128]
Standard errors in brackets
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Source: Authors’ elaboration based on data from Encuesta Permanente de Hogares (INDEC).
Poverty line at 90% Poverty line at 110% Poverty line at 100%
Table 2.A. Intensity of poverty transitions: entry and exit rates.

























Entry 0.132*** 0.159*** 0.115*** 0.119*** 0.145*** 0.102*** 0.142*** 0.169*** 0.127***
[0.00328] [0.00579] [0.00392] [0.00304] [0.00528] [0.00365] [0.00348] [0.00617] [0.00416]
Exit 0.420*** 0.310*** 0.636*** 0.446*** 0.331*** 0.669*** 0.393*** 0.283*** 0.606***
[0.00759] [0.00870] [0.0126] [0.00812] [0.00937] [0.0131] [0.00714] [0.00811] [0.0121]
Standard errors in brackets
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
1/ Metropolitan areas of Recife, Salvador, Belo Horizonte, Rio de Janeiro, São Paulo and Porto Alegre.
Source: Authors’ elaboration based on data PME & PNAD (IBGE)
Poverty line at 90% Poverty line at 110% Poverty line at 100%
Table 2.B. Intensity of poverty transitions: entry and exit rates.
























Entry 0.109*** 0.128*** 0.0879*** 0.0957*** 0.111*** 0.0776*** 0.121*** 0.142*** 0.0994***
[0.00791] [0.0117] [0.0104] [0.00728] [0.0107] [0.00967] [0.00850] [0.0126] [0.0111]
Exit 0.452*** 0.456*** 0.444*** 0.500*** 0.530*** 0.450*** 0.433*** 0.439*** 0.424***
[0.0223] [0.0282] [0.0369] [0.0244] [0.0306] [0.0406] [0.0207] [0.0253] [0.0357]
Standard errors in brackets
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Source: Authors’ elaboration based on data from Encuesta de Hogares de Propósitos Múltiples (INEC).
Poverty line at 90% Poverty line at 110% Poverty line at 100%
Table 2.C. Intensity of poverty transitions: entry and exit rates.
























Entry 0.153*** 0.184*** 0.110*** 0.138*** 0.166*** 0.0962*** 0.168*** 0.199*** 0.126***
[0.00376] [0.00527] [0.00506] [0.00347] [0.00482] [0.00469] [0.00405] [0.00566] [0.00554]
Exit 0.368*** 0.337*** 0.503*** 0.403*** 0.378*** 0.514*** 0.338*** 0.307*** 0.468***
[0.00660] [0.00720] [0.0154] [0.00720] [0.00789] [0.0168] [0.00616] [0.00671] [0.0144]
Standard errors in brackets
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Source: Authors’ elaboration based on data from Encuesta de Empleo, Desempleo y Subempleo (INEC).
Poverty line at 90% Poverty line at 110% Poverty line at 100%
Table 2.D. Intensity of poverty transitions: entry and exit rates.
























Entry 0.208*** 0.254*** 0.126*** 0.189*** 0.230*** 0.113*** 0.229*** 0.273*** 0.156***
[0.00880] [0.0116] [0.0119] [0.00829] [0.0108] [0.0114] [0.00966] [0.0127] [0.0136]
Exit 0.385*** 0.367*** 0.494*** 0.427*** 0.411*** 0.534*** 0.347*** 0.327*** 0.463***
[0.0132] [0.0141] [0.0328] [0.0143] [0.0153] [0.0359] [0.0121] [0.0128] [0.0329]
Standard errors in brackets
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Source: Authors’ elaboration based on data from Encuesta Nacional de Hogares (INEI)
Poverty line at 90% Poverty line at 110% Poverty line at 100%
Table 2.E. Intensity of poverty transitions: entry and exit rates.
Peru. Total urban areas. Period 2002-2006.
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N° (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE
TOTAL LABOR EVENTS 37,27 (0,71) 40,80 (1,19) 15,17 (0,51) 40,99 (0,85) 35,98 (1,31) 14,73 (0,60) 26,76 (1,19) 61,73 (2,52) 16,41 (0,99)
1 Growth  in the number of employed members 7,0 (0,38) 37,7 (2,77) 2,6 (0,25) 6,4 (0,44) 27,1 (3,28) 1,7 (0,25) 8,5 (0,75) 60,3 (4,44) 5,1 (0,61)
1,1 Growth  in the number of registered wage earners 1,3 (0,18) 75,8 (4,83) 1,0 (0,17) 1,2 (0,21) 69,2 (6,67) 0,8 (0,20) 1,7 (0,37) 89,7 (6,46) 1,5 (0,36)
1,2 Growth  in the number of non-registered wage earners 3,8 (0,29) 26,2 (3,31) 1,0 (0,14) 3,8 (0,34) 15,6 (3,12) 0,6 (0,13) 3,7 (0,51) 56,8 (6,84) 2,1 (0,41)
1,3 Growth  in the number of non-wage earners 1,9 (0,19) 33,5 (4,67) 0,6 (0,11) 1,4 (0,20) 21,8 (5,79) 0,3 (0,09) 3,1 (0,44) 48,8 (7,16) 1,5 (0,30)
2
Growth  in total hourly wage of members employed in both 
observations
10,8 (0,44) 31,0 (1,94) 3,3 (0,24) 12,7 (0,55) 28,7 (2,07) 3,6 (0,31) 5,3 (0,59) 46,7 (5,64) 2,5 (0,35)
3
Growth  in the number of working hours of members employed in 
both observations
3,6 (0,26) 22,8 (3,04) 0,8 (0,12) 3,9 (0,33) 19,7 (3,32) 0,8 (0,15) 2,5 (0,41) 36,6 (7,44) 0,9 (0,22)
4
Growth  in the number of working hours and in the total hourly 
wage of members employed in both observations
8,7 (0,48) 43,4 (2,80) 3,8 (0,28) 10,0 (0,61) 38,1 (3,01) 3,8 (0,34) 5,1 (0,55) 73,6 (4,45) 3,7 (0,50)
5 Growth  in the total monthly wage of members employed in both 
observations and in the number of employed members
7,2 (0,36) 64,2 (2,49) 4,6 (0,29) 7,9 (0,44) 60,5 (2,82) 4,8 (0,35) 5,4 (0,63) 79,8 (4,84) 4,2 (0,56)
TOTAL NON-LABOR EVENTS 9,3 (0,39) 35,9 (2,07) 3,3 (0,24) 4,6 (0,28) 10,2 (1,80) 0,5 (0,09) 22,7 (1,14) 50,4 (2,87) 11,4 (0,84)
6 Growth  in the income from pensions  5,8 (0,32) 42,2 (2,75) 2,4 (0,21) 1,6 (0,16) 11,9 (2,77) 0,2 (0,05) 17,6 (1,05) 50,2 (3,29) 8,8 (0,75)
7 Growth  in public monetary transfers (social policy)  1,5 (0,15) 3,8 (1,98) 0,1 (0,03) 1,8 (0,18) 1,1 (0,58) 0,0 (0,01) 0,8 (0,22) 19,7 (11,86) 0,2 (0,11)
8 Growth  in other non-labor incomes  2,0 (0,18) 42,1 (4,59) 0,8 (0,12) 1,1 (0,15) 22,0 (5,50) 0,2 (0,07) 4,3 (0,55) 57,1 (6,55) 2,5 (0,40)
III - Labor and non-
labor income events 9 Growth  in labor and non-labor incomes 11,6 (0,44) 57,6 (1,97) 6,7 (0,36) 12,4 (0,54) 51,9 (2,27) 6,4 (0,42) 9,3 (0,78) 79,1 (3,44) 7,3 (0,71)
IV  Exclusively 
demographic events 10
Reduction in the total number of household members; the total 
nominal income remains constant
5,9 (0,36) 18,6 (2,72) 0,8 (0,13) 6,3 (0,45) 14,8 (2,75) 0,7 (0,14) 4,7 (0,56) 34,0 (7,33) 1,1 (0,31)
V  - Demographic 
events leading to 
income changes
11
Growth  in the number of labor or non-labor income earners 
due to the entrance of members to the household
1,6 (0,18) 27,7 (5,30) 0,4 (0,09) 1,3 (0,20) 21,7 (6,46) 0,3 (0,09) 2,4 (0,44) 37,5 (9,10) 0,8 (0,22)




Growth  in the total nominal income and growth in the number of 
household members.
6,4 (0,33) 58,4 (2,95) 3,1 (0,23) 6,2 (0,38) 50,8 (3,46) 2,7 (0,24) 7,0 (0,69) 78,9 (5,00) 4,3 (0,53)
6,0 (0,37) 48,3 (3,22) 2,8 (0,23) 5,5 (0,44) 37,0 (3,79) 1,9 (0,22) 7,5 (0,69) 70,8 (4,26) 5,3 (0,60)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS WITH  EVENTS 78,1 (0,59) 43,1 (0,83) 32,3 (0,67) 77,3 (0,70) 36,6 (0,95) 27,2 (0,75) 80,4 (1,11) 60,7 (1,51) 46,6 (1,35)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT EVENTS 21,9 (0,59) 0,0 (0,03) 0,0 (0,01) 22,7 (0,70) 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 19,6 (1,11) 0,1 (0,14) 0,0 (0,03)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS 100,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 32,3 0,00 100,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 27,2 0,00 100,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 46,7 0,00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS WITH  EVENTS 2.376.054 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 1.736.783 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 639.271 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT EVENTS 664.892 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 508.866 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 156.026 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS 3.040.946 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 2.245.649 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 795.297 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
1/ Decomposition  based  on equation [2]
Source: Authors’ elaboration based on data from Encuesta Permanente de Hogares (INDEC).
P(S/E)
Table 3.A.  Decomposition of the exit rate from poverty. 1/
Argentina. Total urban areas. Period 2003 2006.
Total households Households with children Households without children
















































I - Exclusively labor 
income events
II - Exclusively non-
labor income events 
P(S/E) Exit P(event)
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N° (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE
TOTAL LABOR EVENTS 30.56 (0.71) 37.93 (1.37) 11.59 (0.50) 34.76 (0.90) 31.40 (1.52) 10.91 (0.60) 22.34 (1.10) 57.85 (2.72) 12.92 (0.89)
1 Growth  in the number of employed members 7.7 (0.42) 46.5 (2.84) 3.6 (0.30) 6.7 (0.49) 31.8 (3.54) 2.1 (0.29) 9.5 (0.78) 66.8 (3.99) 6.4 (0.67)
1.1 Growth  in the number of registered wage earners 3.0 (0.27) 56.3 (4.50) 1.7 (0.20) 2.6 (0.30) 37.6 (5.78) 1.0 (0.19) 3.7 (0.52) 81.7 (5.28) 3.0 (0.47)
1.2 Growth  in the number of non-registered wage earners 2.7 (0.26) 36.1 (4.78) 1.0 (0.17) 2.8 (0.34) 29.8 (5.72) 0.8 (0.20) 2.5 (0.40) 50.3 (8.24) 1.2 (0.30)
1.3 Growth  in the number of non-wage earners 2.0 (0.22) 46.0 (5.40) 0.9 (0.15) 1.3 (0.21) 24.6 (6.54) 0.3 (0.10) 3.3 (0.48) 62.6 (6.98) 2.1 (0.39)
2
Growth  in total hourly wage of members employed in both 
observations
10.8 (0.48) 21.4 (1.96) 2.3 (0.24) 13.5 (0.65) 18.9 (2.07) 2.6 (0.31) 5.3 (0.58) 34.1 (5.33) 1.8 (0.35)
3
Growth  in the number of working hours of members employed in 
both observations
2.1 (0.23) 18.7 (4.27) 0.4 (0.10) 2.6 (0.32) 14.4 (4.20) 0.4 (0.11) 1.3 (0.30) 34.5 (11.32) 0.5 (0.20)
4
Growth  in the number of working hours and in the total hourly wage 
of members employed in both observations
4.1 (0.30) 42.4 (3.74) 1.7 (0.21) 4.9 (0.40) 39.1 (4.20) 1.9 (0.27) 2.6 (0.42) 54.5 (8.13) 1.4 (0.31)
5
Growth  in the total monthly wage of members employed in both 
observations and in the number of employed members
5.9 (0.36) 60.8 (3.09) 3.6 (0.28) 7.1 (0.49) 55.8 (3.54) 4.0 (0.36) 3.6 (0.47) 80.4 (5.19) 2.9 (0.43)
TOTAL NON-LABOUR EVENTS 14.4 (0.54) 69.1 (1.84) 9.9 (0.47) 8.5 (0.52) 44.4 (3.18) 3.8 (0.36) 25.9 (1.17) 84.9 (1.78) 22.0 (1.12)
6 Growth in the income from pensions  11.8 (0.50) 77.8 (1.82) 9.2 (0.45) 5.6 (0.43) 55.8 (3.90) 3.1 (0.33) 24.0 (1.15) 87.8 (1.72) 21.0 (1.10)
8 Growth in other income 2.6 (0.24) 29.4 (4.22) 0.8 (0.13) 2.9 (0.31) 22.7 (4.54) 0.7 (0.15) 2.0 (0.34) 48.9 (8.72) 1.0 (0.25)
III - Labor and non-
labor income events
9 Growth  in labor and non-labor incomes 15.1 (0.54) 72.0 (1.69) 10.9 (0.48) 15.1 (0.66) 61.6 (2.25) 9.3 (0.54) 15.0 (0.96) 92.4 (1.71) 13.9 (0.93)
IV  Exclusively 
demographic events
10
Reduction in the total number of household members; the total 
nominal income remains constant
3.1 (0.26) 22.2 (3.59) 0.7 (0.13) 3.6 (0.34) 22.6 (4.10) 0.8 (0.17) 2.1 (0.36) 20.8 (7.40) 0.4 (0.18)
V  - Demographic 
events leading to 
income changes
11
Growth  in the number of labor or non-labor income earners due to 
the entrance of members to the household
1.7 (0.19) 47.0 (5.48) 0.8 (0.13) 1.0 (0.17) 20.6 (6.80) 0.2 (0.07) 3.2 (0.44) 62.8 (6.58) 2.0 (0.36)




Growth  in the total nominal income and growth in the number of 
household members.
4.7 (0.32) 79.9 (2.79) 3.7 (0.29) 4.7 (0.39) 73.7 (3.70) 3.5 (0.34) 4.6 (0.56) 92.2 (3.51) 4.2 (0.54)
6.7 (0.39) 65.5 (2.88) 4.4 (0.31) 4.7 (0.39) 53.1 (4.15) 2.5 (0.28) 10.6 (0.85) 76.4 (3.87) 8.1 (0.73)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS WITH  EVENTS 76.2 0.00 55.1 (0.87) 42.0 (0.76) 72.4 (0.85) 42.8 (1.09) 31.0 (0.87) 83.7 (0.95) 75.9 (1.22) 63.6 (1.26)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT EVENTS 23.8 (0.65) 0.0 0.00 . 0.00 27.6 (0.85) 0.0 0.00 . 0.00 16.3 (0.95) 0.0 0.00 . 0.00
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS 100.0 (0.65) 0.0 0.00 . 0.00 100.0 0.00 0.0 0.00 . 0.00 100.0 0.00 0.0 0.00 . 0.00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS WITH  EVENTS 1,937,678 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1,218,503 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 719,175 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT EVENTS 604,587 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 465,004 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 139,583 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS 2,542,265 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1,683,507 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 858,758 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
1/ Decomposition  based  on equation [2]
2/ Metropolitan areas of Recife, Salvador, Belo Horizonte, Rio de Janeiro, São Paulo and Porto Alegre.
Source: Authors’ elaboration based on data PME & PNAD (IBGE)
Table 3.B.  Decomposition of the exit rate from poverty. 1/
Brazil. Selected metropolitan areas. Period 2003-2006. 2/


















I - Exclusively labor 
income events
P(S/E) Exit P(event) P(S/E) P(event) P(S/E)
II - Exclusively non-
labor income events 
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N° (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE
TOTAL LABOR EVENTS 40,55 (2,15) 63,64 (3,30) 25,81 (1,92) 45,54 (2,65) 58,52 (4,01) 26,65 (2,40) 31,32 (3,54) 77,41 (5,37) 24,25 (3,23)
1 Growth  in the number of employed members 10,0 (1,31) 74,7 (5,94) 7,5 (1,17) 8,9 (1,57) 73,8 (8,05) 6,6 (1,39) 12,1 (2,36) 75,9 (8,74) 9,1 (2,13)
1,1 Growth  in the number of registered wage earners 3,7 (0,85) 91,9 (5,98) 3,4 (0,82) 2,7 (0,89) 95,0 (4,99) 2,5 (0,88) 5,6 (1,76) 89,2 (10,22) 5,0 (1,66)
1,2 Growth  in the number of non-registered wage earners 2,9 (0,72) 70,9 (11,10) 2,1 (0,62) 3,0 (0,93) 69,9 (14,09) 2,1 (0,80) 2,9 (1,12) 73,0 (17,95) 2,1 (0,95)
1,3 Growth  in the number of non-wage earners 3,4 (0,80) 59,0 (11,88) 2,0 (0,63) 3,2 (1,00) 59,8 (15,52) 1,9 (0,78) 3,6 (1,32) 57,5 (18,35) 2,1 (1,06)
2
Growth  in total hourly wage of members employed in both 
observations
9,2 (1,26) 45,3 (7,17) 4,2 (0,87) 12,3 (1,76) 36,7 (7,35) 4,5 (1,10) 3,6 (1,44) 100,0 0,00 3,6 (1,44)
3
Growth  in the number of working hours of members employed in 
both observations
3,1 (0,74) 21,4 (9,94) 0,7 (0,34) 2,8 (0,86) 8,6 (8,22) 0,2 (0,24) 3,5 (1,37) 40,6 (19,34) 1,4 (0,87)
4
Growth  in the number of working hours and in the total hourly 
wage of members employed in both observations
8,2 (1,19) 51,9 (7,63) 4,3 (0,86) 10,4 (1,63) 51,1 (8,38) 5,3 (1,19) 4,1 (1,47) 56,0 (18,45) 2,3 (1,07)
5
Growth  in the total monthly wage of members employed in both 
observations and in the number of employed members
10,1 (1,33) 91,9 (3,70) 9,3 (1,29) 11,2 (1,71) 90,0 (4,91) 10,0 (1,64) 8,1 (2,09) 96,6 (3,39) 7,8 (2,07)
TOTAL NON-LABOR EVENTS 8,1 (1,24) 20,7 (6,16) 1,7 (0,57) 3,5 (0,96) 10,0 (7,37) 0,3 (0,26) 16,8 (2,93) 24,8 (7,83) 4,2 (1,53)
6 Growth  in the income from pensions  4,9 (1,02) 26,1 (8,47) 1,3 (0,49) 0,6 (0,36) 59,0 (30,39) 0,3 (0,26) 12,8 (2,70) 23,3 (8,70) 3,0 (1,30)
7 Growth  in public monetary transfers (social policy)  2,2 (0,62) 0,0 0,00 . 0,00 2,9 (0,89) 0,0 0,00 . 0,00 0,9 (0,66) 0,0 0,00 . 0,00
8 Growth  in other non-labor incomes  1,1 (0,46) 38,1 (20,91) 0,4 (0,29) 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 3,1 (1,30) 38,1 (20,91) 1,2 (0,83)
III - Labor and non-
labor income events
9 Growth  in labor and non-labor incomes 9,2 (1,25) 63,2 (6,55) 5,8 (0,99) 9,6 (1,52) 50,1 (8,39) 4,8 (1,10) 8,5 (2,19) 90,6 (6,49) 7,7 (1,94)
IV  Exclusively 
demographic events
10
Reduction in the total number of household members; the total 
nominal income remains constant
2,8 (0,71) 24,7 (10,50) 0,7 (0,33) 2,7 (0,89) 25,6 (13,78) 0,7 (0,43) 2,9 (1,17) 23,2 (15,82) 0,7 (0,50)
V  - Demographic 
events leading to 
income changes
11
Growth  in the number of labor or non-labor income earners 
due to the entrance of members to the household
0,7 (0,37) 40,5 (25,09) 0,3 (0,22) 0,7 (0,46) 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 0,8 (0,63) 100,0 0,00 0,8 (0,63)




Growth  in the total nominal income and growth in the number of 
household members.
6,8 (1,09) 71,2 (7,68) 4,9 (0,92) 8,5 (1,50) 72,1 (8,43) 6,2 (1,27) 3,7 (1,37) 67,3 (18,37) 2,5 (1,09)
10,5 (1,32) 73,7 (5,79) 7,7 (1,16) 12,3 (1,76) 76,9 (6,24) 9,5 (1,58) 7,2 (1,87) 63,6 (13,24) 4,6 (1,50)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS WITH  EVENTS 78,8 (1,75) 59,6 (2,36) 46,9 (2,15) 82,9 (1,98) 58,1 (2,89) 48,2 (2,67) 71,2 (3,35) 62,7 (4,12) 44,7 (3,65)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT EVENTS 21,2 (1,75) 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 17,1 (1,98) 0,0 0,00 . 0,00 28,8 (3,35) 0,0 0,00 . 0,00
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS 100,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 100,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 . 0,00 100,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 . 0,00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS WITH  EVENTS 67.634 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 46.201 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 21.433 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT EVENTS 18.198 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 9.524 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 8.674 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS 85.832 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 55.725 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 30.107 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
1/ Decomposition  based  on equation [2]
















































I - Exclusively labor 
income events
II - Exclusively non-
labor income events 
P(S/E) Exit P(event) P(S/E)
Table 3.C.  Decomposition of the exit rate from poverty. 1/
Costa Rica. Total urban areas. Period 2006-2008.
Total households Households with children Households without children
P(event) P(S/E) Exit P(event)
   50 
N° (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE
TOTAL LABOR EVENTS 36,84 (0,65) 44,56 (1,08) 16,41 (0,49) 38,20 (0,72) 41,97 (1,17) 16,04 (0,55) 30,73 (1,43) 58,92 (2,71) 18,10 (1,17)
1 Growth  in the number of employed members 4,9 (0,28) 40,8 (2,92) 2,0 (0,18) 4,5 (0,30) 36,9 (3,31) 1,7 (0,19) 6,5 (0,75) 52,8 (5,92) 3,4 (0,56)
1,1 Growth  in the number of registered wage earners 0,5 (0,09) 67,3 (8,93) 0,3 (0,07) 0,4 (0,08) 53,5 (11,34) 0,2 (0,06) 0,9 (0,29) 92,5 (7,34) 0,8 (0,29)
1,2 Growth  in the number of non-registered wage earners 2,2 (0,19) 37,6 (4,29) 0,8 (0,12) 2,2 (0,21) 32,5 (4,58) 0,7 (0,12) 2,2 (0,46) 60,2 (10,20) 1,4 (0,36)
1,3 Growth  in the number of non-wage earners 2,2 (0,19) 38,5 (4,34) 0,9 (0,12) 1,9 (0,21) 38,9 (5,22) 0,8 (0,13) 3,4 (0,53) 37,6 (7,78) 1,3 (0,33)
2
Growth  in total hourly wage of members employed in both 
observations
11,9 (0,43) 37,9 (1,84) 4,5 (0,27) 12,6 (0,48) 35,9 (1,96) 4,5 (0,30) 8,8 (0,85) 50,4 (5,09) 4,4 (0,62)
3
Growth  in the number of working hours of members employed in 
both observations
4,2 (0,26) 21,0 (2,60) 0,9 (0,12) 4,3 (0,29) 15,3 (2,52) 0,7 (0,12) 3,8 (0,58) 49,5 (7,76) 1,9 (0,42)
4
Growth  in the number of working hours and in the total hourly 
wage of members employed in both observations
9,0 (0,37) 51,6 (2,18) 4,6 (0,28) 9,4 (0,42) 48,9 (2,36) 4,6 (0,31) 7,0 (0,76) 68,2 (5,30) 4,8 (0,64)
5
Growth  in the total monthly wage of members employed in both 
observations and in the number of employed members
6,9 (0,33) 64,0 (2,38) 4,4 (0,27) 7,4 (0,38) 62,1 (2,57) 4,6 (0,31) 4,6 (0,64) 77,4 (5,90) 3,6 (0,57)
TOTAL NON-LABOR EVENTS 5,8 (0,32) 39,6 (2,71) 2,3 (0,20) 3,8 (0,29) 26,4 (3,47) 1,0 (0,15) 14,7 (1,13) 54,8 (3,88) 8,0 (0,85)
6 Growth  in the income from pensions  0,7 (0,11) 53,7 (7,49) 0,4 (0,08) 0,4 (0,09) 39,9 (10,50) 0,2 (0,06) 2,1 (0,45) 66,7 (10,42) 1,4 (0,36)
7 Growth  in public monetary transfers (social policy)  0,9 (0,12) 0,0 0,00 . 0,00 0,8 (0,13) 0,0 0,00 . 0,00 1,2 (0,33) 0,0 0,00 . 0,00
8 Growth  in other non-labor incomes  4,1 (0,28) 45,8 (3,27) 1,9 (0,19) 2,5 (0,24) 32,8 (4,60) 0,8 (0,14) 11,3 (1,03) 58,4 (4,31) 6,6 (0,78)
III - Labor and non-
labor income events
9 Growth  in labor and non-labor incomes 12,5 (0,44) 55,2 (1,87) 6,9 (0,34) 12,5 (0,49) 50,0 (2,10) 6,3 (0,36) 12,5 (1,01) 78,6 (3,41) 9,8 (0,91)
IV  Exclusively 
demographic events
10
Reduction in the total number of household members; the total 
nominal income remains constant
5,6 (0,30) 18,0 (2,04) 1,0 (0,13) 6,1 (0,35) 18,3 (2,20) 1,1 (0,15) 3,5 (0,58) 15,7 (5,21) 0,6 (0,20)
V  - Demographic 
events leading to 
income changes
11
Growth  in the number of labor or non-labor income earners 
due to the entrance of members to the household
2,4 (0,20) 49,6 (4,30) 1,2 (0,15) 2,2 (0,22) 46,9 (4,90) 1,0 (0,15) 3,1 (0,55) 58,0 (8,87) 1,8 (0,42)




Growth  in the total nominal income and growth in the number of 
household members.
7,6 (0,35) 69,4 (2,20) 5,3 (0,30) 7,9 (0,39) 67,4 (2,44) 5,3 (0,33) 6,4 (0,78) 80,4 (4,53) 5,1 (0,73)
7,1 (0,34) 53,4 (2,48) 3,8 (0,25) 6,2 (0,36) 50,2 (2,97) 3,1 (0,25) 11,1 (0,94) 61,3 (4,39) 6,8 (0,76)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS WITH  EVENTS 77,8 (0,55) 47,4 (0,76) 36,9 (0,65) 76,9 (0,62) 44,1 (0,84) 33,9 (0,71) 82,0 (1,17) 61,3 (1,63) 50,2 (1,53)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT EVENTS 22,2 (0,55) 0,1 (0,08) 0,0 (0,02) 23,1 (0,62) 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 18,0 (1,17) 0,5 (0,53) 0,1 (0,10)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS 100,0 36,9 100,0 33,9 100,0 50,3
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS WITH  EVENTS 1.823.099 1.471.673 351.426
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT EVENTS 519.960 442.694 77.266
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS 2.343.059 1.914.367 428.692
1/ Decomposition  based  on equation [2]
Source: Authors’ elaboration based on data from Encuesta de Empleo, Desempleo y Subempleo (INEC).
P(S/E)
Table 3.D.  Decomposition of the exit rate from poverty. 1/
Ecuador. Total urban areas. Period 2004-2008.
Total households Households with children Households without children
















































I - Exclusively labor 
income events
II - Exclusively non-
labor income events 
P(S/E) Exit P(event)
   51 
N° (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE
TOTAL LABOR EVENTS 27,64 (1,11) 42,58 (2,49) 11,77 (0,84) 28,11 (1,20) 40,30 (2,66) 11,33 (0,91) 24,70 (2,90) 58,61 (6,30) 14,48 (2,13)
1 Growth in the number of employed members 6,0 (0,58) 38,2 (4,82) 2,3 (0,37) 5,9 (0,62) 32,8 (5,12) 1,9 (0,36) 6,8 (1,72) 66,5 (11,26) 4,6 (1,33)
1,1 Growth in the number of registered wage earners 0,8 (0,22) 55,4 (13,62) 0,4 (0,16) 0,8 (0,23) 44,9 (15,29) 0,3 (0,16) 1,1 (0,65) 100,0 0,00 1,1 (0,65)
1,2 Growth in the number of non-registered wage earners 2,8 (0,40) 34,5 (6,83) 1,0 (0,24) 2,6 (0,40) 29,6 (7,44) 0,8 (0,23) 4,1 (1,47) 53,7 (15,35) 2,2 (0,97)
1,3 Growth in the number of non-wage earners 2,4 (0,37) 36,6 (7,65) 0,9 (0,23) 2,5 (0,42) 32,5 (7,86) 0,8 (0,24) 1,7 (0,77) 75,6 (17,42) 1,3 (0,72)
2
Growth in total hourly wage of members employed in both 
observations
5,8 (0,56) 35,6 (5,03) 2,1 (0,36) 5,9 (0,61) 30,4 (5,23) 1,8 (0,36) 5,3 (1,40) 71,0 (12,69) 3,8 (1,22)
3
Growth in the number of working hours of members employed in 
both observations
3,8 (0,48) 30,1 (5,98) 1,1 (0,27) 4,0 (0,53) 28,1 (6,17) 1,1 (0,28) 2,8 (1,12) 48,0 (20,59) 1,3 (0,78)
4
Growth in the number of working hours and in the total hourly 
wage of members employed in both observations
4,9 (0,51) 51,3 (5,44) 2,5 (0,38) 5,1 (0,55) 54,8 (5,67) 2,8 (0,43) 4,0 (1,31) 23,8 (13,26) 0,9 (0,57)
5
Growth in the total monthly wage of members employed in both 
observations and in the number of employed members
7,1 (0,62) 52,7 (4,58) 3,7 (0,47) 7,3 (0,68) 50,9 (4,90) 3,7 (0,51) 5,8 (1,39) 66,8 (11,88) 3,8 (1,20)
TOTAL NON-LABOR EVENTS 3,6 (0,47) 32,7 (6,07) 1,2 (0,27) 2,7 (0,41) 31,3 (7,33) 0,8 (0,24) 9,2 (2,10) 35,1 (10,45) 3,2 (1,24)
6 Growth in the income from pensions  0,2 (0,12) 57,0 (34,68) 0,1 (0,09) 0,1 (0,08) 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 0,7 (0,66) 100,0 0,00 0,7 (0,66)
7 Growth in public monetary transfers (social policy)  0,1 (0,08) 0,0 0,00 . 0,00 0,1 (0,09) 0,0 0,00 . 0,00 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00
8 Growth in other non-labor incomes  3,3 (0,45) 32,5 (6,19) 1,1 (0,26) 2,5 (0,39) 33,8 (7,72) 0,8 (0,24) 8,6 (2,01) 30,1 (10,00) 2,6 (1,06)
III - Labor and non-
labor income events
9 Growth in labor and non-labor incomes 13,0 (0,83) 64,9 (3,15) 8,4 (0,70) 13,3 (0,91) 63,5 (3,39) 8,5 (0,77) 10,7 (1,87) 75,5 (7,40) 8,1 (1,71)
IV  Exclusively 
demographic events 10
Reduction in the total number of household members; the total 
nominal income remains constant
6,2 (0,57) 21,2 (4,00) 1,3 (0,28) 6,4 (0,62) 18,1 (3,98) 1,1 (0,28) 5,0 (1,36) 45,6 (14,40) 2,3 (1,04)
V  - Demographic 
events leading to 
income changes
11
Growth in the number of labor or non-labor income earners due to 
the entrance of members to the household
2,1 (0,33) 39,5 (7,83) 0,8 (0,22) 2,0 (0,33) 32,1 (8,32) 0,6 (0,20) 3,2 (1,15) 67,4 (15,93) 2,2 (1,00)




Growth in the total nominal income and growth in the number of 
household members.
8,5 (0,67) 68,9 (3,72) 5,9 (0,58) 8,8 (0,73) 66,8 (4,00) 5,8 (0,62) 7,0 (1,68) 85,4 (9,46) 6,0 (1,57)
10,7 (0,77) 62,0 (3,58) 6,6 (0,65) 9,8 (0,78) 60,8 (4,00) 6,0 (0,65) 15,9 (2,58) 66,5 (8,01) 10,6 (2,22)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS WITH  EVENTS 71,6 (1,03) 50,2 (1,52) 36,0 (1,27) 71,0 (1,13) 48,2 (1,64) 34,2 (1,36) 75,8 (2,57) 61,8 (3,58) 46,8 (3,20)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT EVENTS 28,4 (1,03) 3,6 (0,84) 1,0 (0,24) 29,0 (1,13) 3,8 (0,92) 1,1 (0,27) 24,2 (2,57) 2,0 (2,01) 0,5 (0,49)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS 100,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 37,0 0,00 100,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 35,3 0,00 100,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 47,3 0,00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS WITH  EVENTS 3.237.279 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 2.759.411 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 477.868 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT EVENTS 1.280.932 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 1.127.986 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 152.946 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS 4.518.211 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 3.887.397 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 630.814 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
1/ Decomposition  based  on equation [2]
















































I - Exclusively labor 
income events
II - Exclusively non-
labor income events 
P(S/E) Exit P(event) P(S/E)
Table 3.E.  Decomposition of the exit rate from poverty. 1/
Peru. Total urban areas. Period 2002-2006.
Total households Households with children Households without children




   52 
N° (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE
TOTAL LABOR EVENTS 14,2 (0,35) 23,81 (1,2) 3,34 (0,18) 18,8 (0,66) 29,89 (1,78) 5,58 (0,38) 11,62 (0,41) 18,35 (1,50) 2,10 (0,19)
1 Reduction in the number of employed members 3,2 (0,18) 37,1 (2,88) 1,2 (0,12) 3,3 (0,31) 49,1 (4,88) 1,6 (0,23) 3,1 (0,22) 30,1 (3,45) 0,9 (0,13)
1,1 Reduction in the number of registered wage earners 0,9 (0,11) 37,8 (6,04) 0,3 (0,07) 1,1 (0,18) 52,6 (8,61) 0,5 (0,14) 0,8 (0,13) 27,6 (7,94) 0,2 (0,08)
1,2 Reduction in the number of non-registered wage earners 1,2 (0,12) 34,2 (4,49) 0,4 (0,07) 1,5 (0,22) 38,3 (7,27) 0,6 (0,14) 1,1 (0,13) 31,1 (5,65) 0,3 (0,08)
1,3 Reduction in the number of non-wage earners 1,0 (0,10) 40,0 (4,61) 0,4 (0,06) 0,7 (0,13) 66,8 (8,07) 0,5 (0,12) 1,2 (0,13) 30,7 (4,95) 0,4 (0,07)
2
Reduction in total hourly wage of members employed in both 
observations
4,6 (0,21) 15,7 (1,71) 0,7 (0,09) 6,6 (0,42) 21,6 (2,70) 1,4 (0,20) 3,5 (0,24) 9,7 (2,01) 0,3 (0,07)
3 Reduction in the number of working hours of members employed 
in both observations
2,4 (0,15) 13,6 (2,00) 0,3 (0,05) 3,2 (0,30) 17,1 (3,19) 0,5 (0,11) 1,9 (0,17) 10,3 (2,46) 0,2 (0,05)
4
Reduction in the number of working hours and in the total hourly 
wage of members employed in both observations
2,6 (0,16) 23,0 (2,49) 0,6 (0,07) 4,0 (0,32) 30,0 (3,63) 1,2 (0,17) 1,9 (0,17) 14,7 (3,25) 0,3 (0,07)
5
Reduction in the total monthly wage of members employed in both 
observations and in the number of employed members
1,4 (0,13) 40,0 (4,55) 0,5 (0,08) 1,8 (0,22) 49,0 (6,41) 0,9 (0,16) 1,2 (0,15) 32,7 (6,28) 0,4 (0,09)
TOTAL NON-LABOR EVENTS 7,6 (0,25) 14,5 (1,17) 1,1 (0,09) 2,9 (0,25) 37,4 (4,20) 1,1 (0,15) 10,1 (0,36) 10,8 (1,12) 1,1 (0,12)
6 Reduction in the income from pensions  4,1 (0,18) 10,1 (1,36) 0,4 (0,06) 0,7 (0,11) 31,5 (7,70) 0,2 (0,06) 6,0 (0,28) 8,7 (1,34) 0,5 (0,08)
7 Reduction in public monetary transfers (social policy)  0,4 (0,06) 39,8 (7,14) 0,2 (0,04) 0,8 (0,14) 49,1 (9,09) 0,4 (0,10) 0,2 (0,04) 17,6 (6,64) 0,0 (0,01)
8 Reduction in other non-labor incomes  3,1 (0,17) 17,2 (1,95) 0,5 (0,06) 1,5 (0,18) 34,1 (5,64) 0,5 (0,10) 4,0 (0,24) 13,7 (1,99) 0,5 (0,08)
III - Labor and non-
labor income events
9 Reduction in labor and non-labor incomes 2,3 (0,14) 31,3 (2,86) 0,7 (0,08) 2,7 (0,25) 42,1 (4,43) 1,2 (0,15) 2,0 (0,17) 23,0 (3,71) 0,5 (0,08)
IV  Exclusively 
demographic events
10
Growth in the total number of household members; the total 
nominal income remains constant
5,7 (0,22) 8,1 (0,97) 0,5 (0,06) 6,2 (0,39) 7,5 (1,56) 0,5 (0,10) 5,4 (0,26) 8,4 (1,24) 0,4 (0,07)
V  - Demographic 
events leading to 
income changes
11
Reduction in the number of labor or non-labor income earners 
due to the entrance of members to the household
3,2 (0,17) 9,7 (1,87) 0,2 (0,04) 2,8 (0,27) 14,4 (3,75) 0,3 (0,08) 3,4 (0,22) 7,3 (2,07) 0,2 (0,05)




Reduction in the total nominal income and growth in the number 
of household members.
1,8 (0,13) 47,3 (3,64) 0,8 (0,09) 2,4 (0,25) 62,5 (5,22) 1,5 (0,20) 1,4 (0,14) 32,5 (4,50) 0,4 (0,07)
3,0 (0,18) 28,5 (2,84) 0,7 (0,08) 3,3 (0,30) 50,2 (5,17) 1,3 (0,19) 2,9 (0,22) 16,3 (2,84) 0,4 (0,08)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS WITH  EVENTS 37,7 (0,48) 20,5 (0,65) 7,3 (0,25) 39,2 (0,81) 30,3 (1,22) 11,3 (0,51) 36,9 (0,59) 14,6 (0,73) 5,1 (0,27)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT EVENTS 62,3 (0,48) 0,7 (0,10) 0,4 (0,06) 60,8 (0,81) 1,2 (0,22) 0,7 (0,13) 63,1 (0,59) 0,3 (0,09) 0,2 (0,06)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS 100,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 7,7 0,00 100,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 12,1 0,00 100,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 5,3 0,00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS WITH  EVENTS 2.495.096 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 924.609 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 1.570.487 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT EVENTS 4.122.423 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 1.431.730 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 2.690.693 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS 6.617.519 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 2.356.339 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 4.261.180 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
1/ Decomposition  based  on equation [2]
















































I - Exclusively labor 
income events
II - Exclusively non-
labor income events 
P(S/E) Entry P(event) P(S/E)
Table 4.A.  Decomposition of the entry rate from poverty. 1/
Argentina. Total urban areas. Period 2003-2006.
Total households Households with children Households without children
P(event) P(S/E) Entry P(event)
   53 
N° (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE
TOTAL labor EVENTS 12,16 (0,33) 23,87 (1,22) 2,90 (0,17) 17,99 (0,63) 28,41 (1,74) 5,11 (0,36) 8,60 (0,36) 18,07 (1,61) 1,56 (0,15)
1 Reduction in the number of employed members 2,4 (0,15) 45,9 (3,17) 1,1 (0,10) 3,1 (0,28) 49,7 (4,59) 1,5 (0,20) 2,0 (0,18) 42,2 (4,35) 0,8 (0,11)
1,1 Reduction in the number of registered wage earners 1,2 (0,10) 46,2 (4,50) 0,5 (0,07) 1,8 (0,21) 47,7 (6,09) 0,8 (0,15) 0,8 (0,11) 44,1 (6,62) 0,3 (0,07)
1,2 Reduction in the number of non-registered wage earners 0,7 (0,09) 46,9 (6,21) 0,3 (0,06) 0,9 (0,16) 46,2 (8,78) 0,4 (0,11) 0,6 (0,10) 47,6 (8,78) 0,3 (0,07)
1,3 Reduction in the number of non-wage earners 0,6 (0,07) 44,0 (6,38) 0,3 (0,05) 0,4 (0,10) 65,3 (10,34) 0,3 (0,08) 0,7 (0,10) 35,6 (7,39) 0,2 (0,06)
2
Reduction in total hourly wage of members employed in both 
observations
4,5 (0,21) 13,7 (1,55) 0,6 (0,07) 6,5 (0,40) 17,9 (2,33) 1,2 (0,16) 3,2 (0,23) 8,5 (1,88) 0,3 (0,06)
3
Reduction in the number of working hours of members employed 
in both observations
1,6 (0,12) 13,3 (2,76) 0,2 (0,05) 2,3 (0,24) 20,4 (4,38) 0,5 (0,12) 1,1 (0,13) 4,1 (2,25) 0,0 (0,03)
4
Reduction in the number of working hours and in the total hourly 
wage of members employed in both observations
2,4 (0,16) 17,8 (2,68) 0,4 (0,07) 3,8 (0,33) 20,5 (3,74) 0,8 (0,16) 1,5 (0,15) 13,6 (3,49) 0,2 (0,06)
5
Reduction in the total monthly wage of members employed in both 
observations and in the number of employed members
1,4 (0,12) 40,6 (4,15) 0,5 (0,07) 2,3 (0,24) 50,8 (5,45) 1,1 (0,17) 0,8 (0,11) 23,1 (5,60) 0,2 (0,05)
TOTAL NON-LABOR EVENTS 17,4 (0,38) 25,7 (1,03) 4,5 (0,20) 11,1 (0,50) 35,1 (2,26) 3,9 (0,30) 21,2 (0,52) 22,7 (1,14) 4,8 (0,27)
6 Reduction in the income from pensions  14,6 (0,35) 27,3 (1,14) 4,0 (0,19) 8,0 (0,43) 37,7 (2,69) 3,0 (0,27) 18,6 (0,49) 24,6 (1,25) 4,6 (0,26)
8 Reductionin other non-labour incomes  2,8 (0,17) 17,4 (2,23) 0,5 (0,07) 3,1 (0,28) 28,2 (4,09) 0,9 (0,15) 2,7 (0,21) 9,9 (2,34) 0,3 (0,07)
III - Labor and non-
labor income events
9 Reduction in labor and non-labor incomes 5,9 (0,23) 32,3 (1,84) 1,9 (0,13) 6,5 (0,39) 41,0 (2,98) 2,7 (0,24) 5,5 (0,28) 26,0 (2,28) 1,4 (0,15)
IV  Exclusively 
demographic events
10
Growth in the total number of household members; the total 
nominal income remains constant
4,6 (0,21) 9,9 (1,39) 0,5 (0,07) 3,0 (0,28) 9,5 (3,02) 0,3 (0,10) 5,6 (0,29) 10,0 (1,55) 0,6 (0,09)
V  - Demographic 
events leading to 
income changes
11
Reduction in the number of labor or non-labor income earners 
due to the entrance of members to the household
2,1 (0,14) 14,6 (2,36) 0,3 (0,05) 2,2 (0,24) 15,0 (3,93) 0,3 (0,10) 2,1 (0,17) 14,3 (2,94) 0,3 (0,07)




Reduction in the total nominal income and growth in the number 
of household members.
2,6 (0,15) 42,2 (2,92) 1,1 (0,10) 1,9 (0,22) 52,2 (5,83) 1,0 (0,16) 3,0 (0,21) 38,4 (3,31) 1,2 (0,12)
5,2 (0,22) 28,2 (1,87) 1,5 (0,11) 4,2 (0,31) 34,2 (3,39) 1,5 (0,17) 5,8 (0,30) 25,6 (2,25) 1,5 (0,15)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS WITH  EVENTS 50,0 (0,50) 25,2 (0,60) 12,6 (0,32) 47,0 (0,81) 31,4 (1,07) 14,7 (0,56) 51,8 (0,63) 21,8 (0,71) 11,3 (0,39)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT EVENTS 50,0 (0,50) 1,1 (0,15) 0,6 (0,07) 53,0 (0,81) 2,3 (0,33) 1,2 (0,17) 48,2 (0,63) 0,4 (0,11) 0,2 (0,05)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS 100,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 13,2 0,00 64,1 0,00 0,0 0,00 5,1 0,00 100,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 11,5 0,00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS WITH  EVENTS 3.176.849 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 1.130.552 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 2.046.297 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT EVENTS 3.177.618 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 1.276.390 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 1.901.228 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS 6.354.467 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 2.406.942 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 3.947.525 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
1/ Decomposition  based  on equation [2]
Source: Authors’ elaboration based on data PME & PNAD (IBGE)
P(S/E)
Table 4.B.  Decomposition of the entry rate to poverty. 1/
Brazil. Selected metropolitan areas. Period 2003-2006. 2/
Total households Households with children Households without children
















































I - Exclusively labor 
income events
II - Exclusively non-
labor income events 
P(S/E) Entry P(event)
 
   54 
N° (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE
TOTAL LABOR EVENTS 24,87 (1,06) 23,13 (2,08) 5,75 (0,57) 28,40 (1,49) 27,91 (2,82) 7,93 (0,90) 20,65 (1,50) 15,25 (2,83) 3,15 (0,62)
1 Reduction in the number of employed members 6,4 (0,61) 37,0 (4,71) 2,4 (0,37) 5,3 (0,75) 51,9 (7,21) 2,8 (0,55) 7,7 (0,98) 24,6 (5,66) 1,9 (0,49)
1,1 Reduction in the number of registered wage earners 3,3 (0,44) 43,5 (6,81) 1,4 (0,30) 2,5 (0,52) 68,2 (9,66) 1,7 (0,44) 4,2 (0,74) 26,0 (7,73) 1,1 (0,37)
1,2 Reduction in the number of non-registered wage earners 1,7 (0,32) 24,6 (7,84) 0,4 (0,15) 1,6 (0,43) 26,7 (11,18) 0,4 (0,21) 1,8 (0,49) 22,4 (10,92) 0,4 (0,22)
1,3 Reduction in the number of non-wage earners 1,4 (0,30) 36,8 (10,01) 0,5 (0,18) 1,2 (0,36) 52,4 (14,77) 0,6 (0,26) 1,7 (0,48) 23,2 (12,63) 0,4 (0,24)
2
Reduction in total hourly wage of members employed in both 
observations
8,7 (0,71) 12,7 (2,75) 1,1 (0,25) 11,3 (1,07) 17,4 (3,75) 2,0 (0,46) 5,6 (0,86) 1,2 (1,20) 0,1 (0,07)
3
Reduction in the number of working hours of members employed 
in both observations
2,5 (0,39) 21,1 (6,30) 0,5 (0,18) 3,2 (0,59) 25,9 (8,25) 0,8 (0,30) 1,8 (0,49) 10,7 (8,05) 0,2 (0,15)
4
Reduction in the number of working hours and in the total hourly 
wage of members employed in both observations
3,0 (0,41) 12,2 (4,39) 0,4 (0,14) 3,4 (0,61) 15,1 (6,44) 0,5 (0,24) 2,4 (0,54) 7,3 (4,27) 0,2 (0,10)
5
Reduction in the total monthly wage of members employed in both 
observations and in the number of employed members
4,2 (0,50) 32,5 (5,61) 1,4 (0,29) 5,1 (0,74) 35,9 (7,06) 1,8 (0,44) 3,2 (0,66) 25,9 (9,01) 0,8 (0,33)
TOTAL NON-LABOR EVENTS 3,7 (0,49) 13,2 (4,35) 0,5 (0,18) 2,3 (0,52) 5,3 (5,18) 0,1 (0,12) 5,4 (0,87) 17,2 (5,88) 0,9 (0,36)
6 Reduction in the income from pensions  1,6 (0,31) 18,4 (7,65) 0,3 (0,13) 0,4 (0,21) 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 3,0 (0,63) 20,9 (8,57) 0,6 (0,29)
7 Reduction in public monetary transfers (social policy)  0,1 (0,09) 0,0 0,00 . 0,00 0,3 (0,16) 0,0 0,00 . 0,00 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00
8 Reduction in other non-labor incomes  2,0 (0,38) 10,0 (5,32) 0,2 (0,12) 1,7 (0,45) 7,3 (7,04) 0,1 (0,12) 2,4 (0,63) 12,3 (7,68) 0,3 (0,21)
III - Labor and non-
labor income events
9 Reduction in labor and non-labor incomes 3,6 (0,47) 24,0 (5,55) 0,9 (0,23) 2,6 (0,51) 17,6 (7,95) 0,5 (0,23) 4,8 (0,84) 28,1 (7,49) 1,4 (0,43)
IV  Exclusively 
demographic events
10
Growth in the total number of household members; the total 
nominal income remains constant
6,9 (0,62) 3,5 (1,53) 0,2 (0,11) 6,1 (0,80) 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 7,9 (0,97) 6,6 (2,89) 0,5 (0,24)
V  - Demographic 
events leading to 
income changes
11
Reduction in the number of labor or non-labor income earners 
due to the entrance of members to the household
0,3 (0,12) 9,4 (9,35) 0,0 (0,03) 0,1 (0,12) 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 0,5 (0,23) 12,1 (11,98) 0,1 (0,06)




Reduction in the total nominal income and growth in the number 
of household members.
2,9 (0,41) 36,1 (6,88) 1,0 (0,25) 2,3 (0,50) 43,2 (10,83) 1,0 (0,33) 3,6 (0,68) 30,7 (8,71) 1,1 (0,37)
6,2 (0,60) 43,2 (4,98) 2,7 (0,40) 7,4 (0,89) 46,3 (6,24) 3,4 (0,61) 4,8 (0,78) 37,5 (8,18) 1,8 (0,49)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS WITH  EVENTS 48,5 (1,23) 22,9 (1,48) 11,1 (0,77) 49,2 (1,67) 26,3 (2,10) 12,9 (1,13) 47,7 (1,83) 18,7 (2,02) 8,9 (1,03)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT EVENTS 51,5 (1,23) 0,1 (0,12) 0,1 (0,06) 50,8 (1,67) 0,2 (0,23) 0,1 (0,12) 52,3 (1,83) 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS 100,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 11,2 0,00 100,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 13,1 0,00 100,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 8,9 0,00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS WITH  EVENTS 133.090 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 73.532 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 59.558 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT EVENTS 141.326 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 75.924 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 65.402 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS 274.416 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 149.456 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 124.960 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
1/ Decomposition  based  on equation [2]
Source: Authors’ elaboration based on data from Encuesta de Hogares de Propósitos Múltiples (INEC).
P(S/E)
Table 4.C.  Decomposition of the entry rate to poverty. 1/
Costa Rica. Total urban areas. Period 2006-2008.
Total households Households with children Households without children
















































I - Exclusively labor 
income events
II - Exclusively non-
labor income events 
P(S/E) Entry P(event)
   55 
N° (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE
TOTAL LABOR EVENTS 21,90 (0,43) 29,34 (0,98) 6,42 (0,25) 25,25 (0,58) 33,89 (1,25) 8,56 (0,37) 17,11 (0,61) 19,76 (1,48) 3,38 (0,28)
1 Reduction in the number of employed members 3,0 (0,18) 35,6 (2,76) 1,1 (0,10) 3,2 (0,24) 37,6 (3,56) 1,2 (0,14) 2,8 (0,27) 32,4 (4,36) 0,9 (0,15)
1,1 Reduction in the number of registered wage earners 0,6 (0,08) 29,1 (6,14) 0,2 (0,05) 0,7 (0,12) 33,3 (8,08) 0,2 (0,07) 0,6 (0,12) 21,7 (8,97) 0,1 (0,06)
1,2 Reduction in the number of non-registered wage earners 1,0 (0,10) 37,0 (4,75) 0,4 (0,06) 1,1 (0,14) 36,6 (5,85) 0,4 (0,08) 0,9 (0,15) 37,6 (8,10) 0,3 (0,09)
1,3 Reduction in the number of non-wage earners 1,4 (0,12) 37,5 (4,08) 0,5 (0,07) 1,4 (0,16) 40,4 (5,39) 0,6 (0,10) 1,4 (0,19) 33,2 (6,15) 0,5 (0,10)
2
Reduction in total hourly wage of members employed in both 
observations
8,8 (0,29) 25,7 (1,50) 2,3 (0,15) 10,2 (0,40) 31,5 (1,93) 3,2 (0,23) 6,8 (0,40) 13,4 (2,03) 0,9 (0,15)
3 Reduction in the number of working hours of members employed 
in both observations
2,7 (0,16) 17,6 (2,27) 0,5 (0,07) 3,1 (0,23) 16,8 (2,73) 0,5 (0,09) 2,3 (0,23) 19,1 (4,06) 0,4 (0,10)
4
Reduction in the number of working hours and in the total hourly 
wage of members employed in both observations
4,7 (0,21) 28,1 (2,02) 1,3 (0,11) 5,3 (0,29) 32,5 (2,57) 1,7 (0,16) 3,8 (0,31) 19,1 (3,08) 0,7 (0,13)
5
Reduction in the total monthly wage of members employed in both 
observations and in the number of employed members
2,7 (0,16) 48,4 (3,11) 1,3 (0,11) 3,5 (0,24) 54,4 (3,53) 1,9 (0,18) 1,4 (0,19) 27,4 (5,49) 0,4 (0,09)
TOTAL NON-LABOR EVENTS 5,1 (0,23) 18,9 (1,70) 1,0 (0,10) 3,6 (0,24) 19,2 (2,66) 0,7 (0,10) 7,4 (0,42) 18,7 (2,22) 1,4 (0,18)
6 Reduction in the income from pensions  1,0 (0,11) 15,0 (3,59) 0,2 (0,04) 0,5 (0,09) 29,8 (8,58) 0,2 (0,05) 1,7 (0,22) 8,9 (3,24) 0,2 (0,06)
7 Reduction in public monetary transfers (social policy)  0,1 (0,03) 4,7 (4,72) 0,0 (0,00) 0,1 (0,05) 6,3 (6,37) 0,0 (0,01) 0,1 (0,04) 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00
8 Reduction in other non-labor incomes  4,0 (0,20) 20,2 (1,96) 0,8 (0,09) 2,9 (0,22) 17,9 (2,79) 0,5 (0,09) 5,6 (0,37) 22,0 (2,71) 1,2 (0,17)
III - Labor and non-
labor income events
9 Reduction in labor and non-labor incomes 6,5 (0,25) 37,3 (1,93) 2,4 (0,16) 7,0 (0,34) 43,5 (2,46) 3,1 (0,22) 5,8 (0,38) 26,4 (2,94) 1,5 (0,20)
IV  Exclusively 
demographic events 10
Growth in the total number of household members; the total 
nominal income remains constant
8,4 (0,29) 8,4 (0,96) 0,7 (0,08) 6,8 (0,34) 7,5 (1,33) 0,5 (0,09) 10,8 (0,51) 9,1 (1,37) 1,0 (0,15)
V  - Demographic 
events leading to 
income changes
11
Reduction in the number of labor or non-labor income earners 
due to the entrance of members to the household
2,8 (0,17) 24,7 (2,55) 0,7 (0,08) 2,6 (0,21) 32,7 (3,74) 0,9 (0,12) 3,2 (0,28) 15,3 (3,24) 0,5 (0,11)




Reduction in the total nominal income and growth in the number 
of household members.
5,4 (0,24) 43,5 (2,16) 2,4 (0,16) 5,5 (0,31) 45,5 (2,82) 2,5 (0,21) 5,4 (0,37) 40,6 (3,36) 2,2 (0,23)
6,8 (0,26) 25,3 (1,67) 1,7 (0,13) 7,1 (0,34) 30,0 (2,24) 2,1 (0,19) 6,3 (0,40) 17,7 (2,38) 1,1 (0,16)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS WITH  EVENTS 57,1 (0,52) 26,8 (0,60) 15,3 (0,37) 57,9 (0,67) 31,6 (0,81) 18,3 (0,52) 55,9 (0,82) 19,8 (0,85) 11,1 (0,50)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT EVENTS 42,9 (0,52) 0,6 (0,12) 0,3 (0,05) 42,1 (0,67) 0,9 (0,19) 0,4 (0,08) 44,1 (0,82) 0,2 (0,09) 0,1 (0,04)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS 100,0 15,6 100,0 18,7 100,0 11,1
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS WITH  EVENTS 2.358.521 1.405.627 952.894
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT EVENTS 1.774.813 1.023.108 751.705
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS 4.133.334 2.428.735 1.704.599
1/ Decomposition  based  on equation [2]
















































I - Exclusively labor 
income events
II - Exclusively non-
labor income events 
P(S/E) Entry P(event) P(S/E)
Table 4.D.  Decomposition of the entry rate to poverty. 1/
Ecuador. Total urban areas. Period 2004-2008.
Total households Households with children Households without children
P(event) P(S/E) Entry P(event)
   56 
N° (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE (1) SE (2) SE (1)*(2)=(3) SE
TOTAL LABOR EVENTS 18,91 (0,85) 32,87 (2,26) 6,22 (0,50) 20,15 (1,09) 41,28 (2,87) 8,32 (0,72) 16,73 (1,35) 15,11 (2,85) 2,53 (0,51)
1 Reduction in the number of employed members 4,0 (0,41) 47,4 (5,39) 1,9 (0,27) 3,8 (0,49) 57,9 (6,61) 2,2 (0,38) 4,2 (0,75) 30,7 (7,78) 1,3 (0,36)
1,1 Reduction in the number of registered wage earners 1,2 (0,23) 40,1 (9,29) 0,5 (0,14) 1,1 (0,27) 60,4 (12,49) 0,6 (0,20) 1,4 (0,41) 12,3 (8,54) 0,2 (0,12)
1,2 Reduction in the number of non-registered wage earners 1,2 (0,23) 59,4 (9,47) 0,7 (0,17) 1,2 (0,27) 61,5 (11,37) 0,7 (0,21) 1,4 (0,42) 56,1 (16,12) 0,8 (0,27)
1,3 Reduction in the number of non-wage earners 1,5 (0,26) 43,4 (8,51) 0,7 (0,17) 1,6 (0,33) 53,4 (10,59) 0,8 (0,24) 1,5 (0,42) 24,3 (11,96) 0,4 (0,20)
2 Reduction in total hourly wage of members employed in both 
observations
5,7 (0,52) 24,1 (3,68) 1,4 (0,24) 6,1 (0,65) 29,5 (4,74) 1,8 (0,33) 5,1 (0,84) 12,8 (5,27) 0,7 (0,29)
3
Reduction in the number of working hours of members employed 
in both observations
1,9 (0,28) 25,5 (6,46) 0,5 (0,14) 2,0 (0,35) 38,4 (8,82) 0,8 (0,22) 1,8 (0,45) 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00
4
Reduction in the number of working hours and in the total hourly 
wage of members employed in both observations
3,7 (0,40) 29,3 (5,23) 1,1 (0,24) 4,3 (0,54) 37,4 (6,55) 1,6 (0,36) 2,8 (0,55) 7,7 (4,75) 0,2 (0,14)
5
Reduction in the total monthly wage of members employed in both 
observations and in the number of employed members
3,6 (0,39) 38,5 (5,34) 1,4 (0,24) 4,0 (0,52) 49,1 (6,71) 2,0 (0,35) 2,9 (0,56) 13,0 (6,45) 0,4 (0,20)
TOTAL NON-LABOR EVENTS 4,8 (0,49) 14,8 (3,39) 0,7 (0,17) 4,1 (0,56) 19,0 (4,94) 0,8 (0,22) 5,9 (0,86) 9,7 (4,43) 0,6 (0,27)
6 Reduction in the income from pensions  0,8 (0,18) 8,8 (5,19) 0,1 (0,04) 0,4 (0,16) 20,8 (14,07) 0,1 (0,06) 1,4 (0,40) 2,9 (2,96) 0,0 (0,04)
7 Reduction in public monetary transfers (social policy)  0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 0,0 0,00
8 Reduction in other non-labor incomes  4,0 (0,44) 15,9 (3,85) 0,6 (0,16) 3,7 (0,51) 18,8 (5,16) 0,7 (0,21) 4,5 (0,76) 11,9 (5,65) 0,5 (0,27)
III - Labor and non-
labor income events 9 Reduction in labor and non-labor incomes 11,0 (0,68) 40,1 (3,13) 4,4 (0,44) 12,1 (0,86) 44,9 (3,75) 5,5 (0,60) 9,1 (1,07) 28,8 (5,43) 2,6 (0,56)
IV  Exclusively 
demographic events 10
Growth in the total number of household members; the total 
nominal income remains constant
9,4 (0,61) 9,1 (1,84) 0,9 (0,18) 8,1 (0,72) 8,2 (2,37) 0,7 (0,20) 11,6 (1,15) 10,3 (2,86) 1,2 (0,35)
V  - Demographic 
events leading to 
income changes
11
Reduction in the number of labor or non-labor income earners due 
to the entrance of members to the household
2,4 (0,31) 23,1 (5,53) 0,5 (0,15) 2,2 (0,38) 34,4 (8,05) 0,8 (0,23) 2,7 (0,55) 6,9 (4,48) 0,2 (0,12)




Reduction in the total nominal income and growth in the number 
of household members.
11,9 (0,70) 46,1 (3,00) 5,5 (0,50) 12,7 (0,89) 49,5 (3,59) 6,3 (0,66) 10,5 (1,14) 38,7 (5,19) 4,1 (0,71)
8,2 (0,58) 39,8 (3,59) 3,2 (0,38) 8,6 (0,73) 45,6 (4,26) 3,9 (0,51) 7,3 (0,99) 27,8 (6,16) 2,0 (0,52)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS WITH  EVENTS 66,5 (0,91) 32,3 (1,21) 21,5 (0,90) 68,0 (1,18) 38,5 (1,52) 26,2 (1,18) 63,8 (1,43) 20,7 (1,78) 13,2 (1,22)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT EVENTS 33,5 (0,91) 1,2 (0,38) 0,4 (0,13) 32,0 (1,18) 1,2 (0,48) 0,4 (0,16) 36,2 (1,43) 1,2 (0,63) 0,5 (0,23)
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS 100,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 21,9 0,00 100,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 26,6 0,00 100,0 0,00 0,0 0,00 13,7 0,00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS WITH  EVENTS 4.291.020 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 2.795.666 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 1.495.354 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT EVENTS 2.161.061 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 1.313.840 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 847.221 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
TOTAL NUMBER of HOUSEHOLDS 6.452.081 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 4.109.506 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 2.342.575 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
1/ Decomposition  based  on equation [2]
Source: Authors’ elaboration based on data from Encuesta Nacional de Hogares (INEI)
P(S/E)
Table 4.E.  Decomposition of the entry rate from poverty. 1/
Peru. Total urban areas. Period 2002-2006.
Total households Households with children Households without children
















































I - Exclusively labor 
income events
II - Exclusively non-
labor income events 
P(S/E) Entry P(event)
 
 